
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

 Page 2.3-489 

LETTER I-91: 
Lyn Peters, April 12, 2017 

 
 

A:COM 

April 12, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave. 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

1-91 

I am writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR with specia l 

focus on how access will be provided to the project site. I want to encourage the 

Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential 

access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera County from 

Highway41 

2. Riverview Drive Access shown as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access shown as Alternative 5 (although I question this access 

because it is not currently part of the proposed project). 

I strongly urge the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points 

included. By including all three access points (Perrin Ave Undercrossing accessed 

from Madera County on Highway 41, Riverview Drive and Palm/Nees, both 

dedicated Fresno city streets), people throughout the Fresno-Madera 

Metropolitan area will have equal access to the site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments 

Sincerely, 

~.dUv 
Ms. Lyn Peters 

1734 E Chelsea Dr. 

Fresno, CA 93720 

A 



San Joaquin R
iver C

onservancy 
R

iver W
est Eaton Trail Extension Project 

Final Environm
ental Im

pact R
eport, Volum

e II: 
C

om
m

ents and R
esponses to C

om
m

ents 
C

om
m

ents and R
esponses to C

om
m

ents 
  

P
age 2.3-490 

Letter 
I-91  

R
esponse 
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I-91A
 

The com
m

ent states encouragem
ent for approval of all three access points at P

errin A
ve./S

R
 41 

undercrossing, W
. R

iverview
 D

r. show
n as A

lternative 1, and P
alm

/N
ees show

n as A
lternative 5 

to provide equal access for people throughout the Fresno-M
adera M

etropolitan R
egion. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for three points of access is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See S
ection 4.2 

in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for inform
ation about environm

ental justice considerations for the 

com
m

unity at large, including access to the project area. The E
IR

 found the proposed project 

im
proves existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-road 

parking area off Perrin A
venue for up to 50 vehicles, w

ith public am
enities. The E

IR
 also fully 

analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that could provide additional points 

of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater equity of access to the benefits 

of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as exam

ined in Alternatives 1, 5, and 

5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people traveling from

 Fresno but each 

involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives also require additional actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers 

(Alternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (A

lternative 

1). See Table 5.12-1 for a com
parison of the alternatives. 
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Mary Savala, April 12, 2017 

 
 

A:COM 

1-92 

Comments on DEIR River West April 11, 2017 

I advocate for and support Alternative 5 for the San Joaquin River Conservancy River West Fresno Eaton 
Trail Extension Project. 

I was one of the original River Committee and River Parkway Board members, participating in the 
original conceptual planning for the Parkway. It was envisioned from the concept of the Parkway that 
access to the public lands along the river for Fresno county residents would include public access off 
Audubon Drive as well as at the alignment of Millburn Avenue to the River. 

The residents of those Northwest Fresno neighborhoods deserve to easily access the public land below 
their homes and should not have to travel far from their neighborhoods to use the trails in the river 
bottom. The access from River View Drive adds value to the properties in that area and should be 
protected by the city and the Conservancy in the best interest of all nearby neighbors and the City of 
Fresno. 

River View Drive was planned for urban development in the River and can easily carry considerably 
fewer vehicles to what is now public park land than was thought necessary for residential and 
commercial development. 

Emergency crew access impediments by parkway visitors at River View Drive is a specious argument. 
The neighborhoods in the vicinity have three egress and ingress routes so that emergency services 
should never be an issue. 

I live in a neighborhood at the top of the bluff at the al ignment of Fruit Avenue to the river. Our old 
development has only one entrance/exit to some 50 homes. We were severely impacted by a huge rive 
fire several years ago. Over ten emergency vehicles were easily moved into the area by police and fire 
traffic patrol personnel to combat the fire, and local residents were not inconvenienced by emergency 
vehicles or public sight seers because of the efficiencies of well trained, experienced police and 
firefighters . 

The potential access at Palm and Nees Avenues should be incorporated into the Project in the likely 
event that the problems for public access created by the old land fill site can be mitigated in the future, 
and a plan for that access should not be eliminated but preserved for the future . Commercial property 
over old land fill in the vicinity was mitigated, and resources may be found in the future for making the 
Palm/Nees access available to the public. 

~.' Mary Savala '-1 }~t.f / · .. .rlt-J....f.#-
7490 N. Toletachi Road \ ~ 
Fresno, CA 93711 
rudysavala@comcast.net 

101!/lSIO 10!/l NOO OOUlJ 
NVlllOd0!/131'1 ONS3!1~ 

A 
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The com
m

ent expresses support for A
lternative 5, noting that issues can be addressed in the 

future. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. . See Section 2.3.1, 

“M
aster R

esponse 1: M
erits of the Project or Alternatives.” This com

m
ent is not directed at the 

adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is required. 
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LETTER I-93: 
Jeffrey L. Stacier, April 12, 2017 

 

A:COM 

April 12, 2017 

Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: DEIR Comments on River West, Eaton Trail Extension 

1-93 

Putting a parking lot at the bottom of Riverview will not only endanger the wildlife living there but will 
endanger residents and visitors due to the traffic situation around Audubon/Del Mar/Brier A 
Circle/Riverview streets. This area is too small for the traffic it currently has to handle. There have been 
close calls and accidents already due to the blind spots coming off Audubon onto Del Mar past Brier. 
Brier has only 1 way in and 1 way out, and with the angles and hills it's very hard for drivers to see cars 
and pedestrians. A neighbor of mine was recently hit by another car while trying to get onto Del Mar 

from Brier Circle. 

This is why I support Alternatives 3 and 5/5b. The location and traffic flow at Palm/Nees are more I 
suited for the traffic congestion expected with the new river access. Having parking lots at either end of B 
the project, Palm/Nees and below the 41 bridge, will spread out the traffic and provide additional routes 

for visitors to access the river. 

as they do now. The Riverview parking lot only gives easy access to the H pond itself as opposed to the C 
Most people that will use the Riverview parking lot will not be visiting the river but fishing in the H pond I 
other 2 proposed parking areas which are right near the river with trai ls alongside. From the H pond, 
the river is not even visible. This proposed parking lot will only create trash and noise pollution. 

I am also concerned about the number of animals hit by cars on Audubon by Woodward Park. 
Increasing traffic will only harm more wildlife and outdoor pets and create yet another distraction for 

drivers. 

We are already forcing animals out of their natural habitats. Why must we endanger them further for a 

parking lot in a meadow? 

Sincerely, 

~~fa~ 
Jeffrey L. Staicer 
232 W Brier Circle 
Fresno, CA 93711 
jeffreysta@sbcglobal .net 
559.824.6571 

D 
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The com
m

ent states putting a parking lot at the bottom
 of W

. R
iverview

 D
r. w

ill endanger w
ildlife, 

and residents and visitors due to traffic at A
udubon D

r./D
el M

ar A
ve. /B

rier C
ir./W

. R
iverview

 D
r., 

including accidents because of blind spots. 

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. S
im

ilar to w
ith-

project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to 

accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S

. H
ow

ever, traffic volum
e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e 

I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the 

C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1-Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-93B
 

The com
m

ents states support for A
lternative 3 and 5/5B

 because in com
m

enter’s opinion 

P
alm

/N
ees is m

ore suited for traffic congestion and having parking lot at each end w
ill spread out 

traffic and allow
 additional routes for visitors to access the R

iver. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5/5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. Alternative 3 

w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project and this trail 

alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster Plan. Alternative 5, P
alm

 and N
ees 

Access, requires acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, 

and requires additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill, and w

ould require the acquisition of private land from
 a w

illing seller. 

i 
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I-93C
 

The com
m

ent states the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. parking lot w
ill in com

m
enter’s opinion only give easy 

access to fishing at the H
 pond as R

iver is not visible from
 the H

 pond, and w
ill only create trash 

and noise pollution. 

See Section 3.13 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 regarding noise for the proposed project. See response 

to C
om

m
ent I-93A and section 5.6 in C

hapter 5 for the evaluation of A
lternative 1, including 

potential noise im
pacts. The EIR

 analysis concluded that operation of the proposed project, or 

any of the alternative, for recreational use w
ould not expose visitor or receptors to noise levels in 

excess of standards. N
oise w

ould be generated by people, horses, and vehicles entering the site 

and by occasional vehicles and equipm
ent for operations, m

aintenance, and m
anagem

ent. The 

resulting noise levels w
ould not exceed standards adopted by the C

ity for adjacent uses. The 

operational im
pact w

ould be less than significant. C
onstruction activities under the project or 

alternatives w
ould cause a short-term

 tem
porary increase in am

bient noise levels and the noise 

levels could exceed am
bient noise standards established by the C

ity of Fresno for residential 

areas. H
ow

ever, im
plem

entation of M
itigation M

easure N
oise-1 w

ould reduce the im
pact to less 

than significant for the proposed project and Alternative 1. (See FEIR
 Table 5.12-1.) See S

ection 

2.5, "Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance," in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The project 

w
ould include ongoing m

aintenance activities including trash service, w
eed abatem

ent, and 

sim
ilar m

ethods to provide for project visitors and protect surrounding areas.  

I-93D
 

The com
m

ent states concern about anim
als getting hit on A

udubon D
r. by W

oodw
ard P

ark and 

endangering anim
als further for a park parking lot in the m

eadow
s.  

See Section 3.5 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 about the biological resource analysis for the proposed 

project and Section 5.6 in C
hapter 5 Biological R

esources section for the evaluation of A
lternative 

1 biological resource analysis. The EIR
 concluded that im

pacts are less than significant w
ith 

m
itigation and application of BM

Ps for both the proposed project and Alternative 1. As described 

in Section 3.5 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, the dom
inant habitat com

m
unity is disturbed annual 

grassland. The m
ultiuse trail alignm

ent and parking lot w
ould be located in this habitat. The 

riparian habitat along the R
iver w

ould be avoided. 

See Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. That analysis found that Alternative 1 w

ould result in 

slightly m
ore ground disturbance, noise generation, and vegetation rem

oval than the project 

because of the additional parking lot. Im
pacts on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species or 

their habitats w
ould be potentially significant. Species using habitat associated w

ith the H
 and 

other ponds w
ould be tem

porarily displaced by noise and visitor activity from
 the additional 

parking lot. The im
pact w

ould be potentially significant. The biological resources B
M

Ps identified 

in Section 2.5.2, “B
est M

anagem
ent Practices” (see V

olum
e I of this FE

IR
) w

ould be im
plem

ented 

i 
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as part of A
lternative 1. Im

plem
entation of M

itigation M
easures B

iological R
esources-1 through 

Biological R
esources-8 w

ould reduce the im
pact to less than significant. 
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LETTER I-94: 
Joyce Barserian, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Janah Wright 

From: 

Sent 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Joyce Barserian <jbarserian@gmai l.com> 
Thursday, April 13, 2017 11:19 PM 
Melinda Marks 
kristinewalter@comcast.net 
San Joaq ui n River Conservancy 
San Joaquin River Conservancy.rtfd.zip 

1-94 

A 
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A:COM 

April 13,2017 

Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
Fresno, CA 

Dear Melinda, 

I live at 320 W. Bluff Ave (Bluff Point Condominiums). We have been experiencing much more 
traffic on our streets in the pass three years. Prior to that the only traffic we experienced A 
were people enjoying the city path on the bluff behind our neighborhood. Since the chain link (cont) 
fences have been knocked down all the people are going down to the ponds and 
the river illegally. 

Our Association has informed the City, but nothing has been done to repair the chain link 
fences. We were thinking that repairing the fences would solve our problem and the 
people would enter from Palm and Ness. 

I think that people should enjoy the ponds and the river it is beautiful. 
But to bring in more traffic in a residential neighborhood is bad . I believe the 
best situation for everyone is to keep the parking away from residential 
neighborhoods. 

I am strongly in favor of Alternatives 3 and 58. 
Vehicular access to the River should be at the Hwy 41 bridge area and Palm/Ness. 
Both of those areas are not in a residential area. 

I have not mention all the incidents that have disrupted our home owners on the bluffs, 

B 

too many. This has been caused by accessing Riverview as an entrance, which as I mentioned C 
above is illegal. 

I thank you for your consideration , 

Joyce Barserian 
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R
esponse 

Joyce B
arserian 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-94A
 

The com
m

ent says bluff area has been experiencing m
ore traffic and people going to ponds and 

R
iver illegally because chain link fences are knocked dow

n. 

N
o response is provided because the com

m
ent is not related to the adequacy of the 

environm
ental im

pact analysis in the FEIR
. 

I-94B
 

The com
m

ent states opposition to bringing project traffic into the residential area, and favor for 

A
lternatives 3 and 5B

, w
ith vehicle access at S

R
 41 and P

alm
/N

ees, and parking aw
ay from

 

residential neighborhoods. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. S
ee the project description in Section 

2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that 

places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the transportation analysis for 

Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, w
hich concluded that im

pacts w
ould be 

reduced to less than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1-Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented since they are controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and 

unavoidable. S
im

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay segm
ents under Alternative 1 have 

sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S

. 

The EIR
 found that A

lternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of 

the proposed project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan. 

Alternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees Access, requires acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and 

on m
utually agreeable term

s, and requires additional m
itigation to address the potential for 

exposure to hazardous m
aterials. 

I-94C
 

The com
m

ent m
entions illegal access to ponds and R

iver has caused disruptive incidents to 

hom
eow

ners on the bluffs. 

The EIR
 found that the proposed project and alternatives w

ould not alter existing public service 

ratios, response tim
es, or perform

ance standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould 

i 
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occur. The project as w
ell as alternatives w

ould im
prove access for law

 enforcem
ent and 

em
ergency first responders to the R

iver bottom
 com

pared to current conditions. 
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LETTER I-95: 
Susan Miller Coffman, April 13, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Melinda Marks 
Execu tive Officer 
San Joaqu in River Conservancy 

Fresno, California 

Trica Coffman <TCoffman@tempest.us.com> 
Thursday, April 13, 2017 12:38 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Kristine Walter (kristinewal ter@comcast.net) 

RIVER PROJECT 

1-95 

I reall y thought that we were finished with the poli tics of the river bottom. I guess not. Aga in, I w il l state my views: 

I adamantly oppose ALTERNATIVE 1 (Riverview access and the parking lot) 
I am strongly in fa vor of ALTARNATIVE 3 (Trails near and along the river) and Alternative 5 (River bot tom access through 

Palm and Nees 

Please take the time to listen to the residents of Fresno who are most impacted by t hese decisions. 

Susan Miller Coffman 
258 West Bluff Avenue 
Fresno, Cal iforn ia 93711 
559-269-4833 

A:COM 

A 
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Letter 
I-95 

R
esponse 

Susan M
iller C

offm
an 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-95A
 

The com
m

ent states opposition to A
lternative 1 (W

. R
iverview

 D
r. access and the parking lot) and 

favor for A
lternatives 3 (trails near and along R

iver) and 5 (access at P
alm

 and N
ees). 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5 and opposition to A
lternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. See the transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this 

FEIR
, w

hich concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning the 

W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C
ity constructing and operating 

traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1-Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation 

m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the C
onservancy cannot 

guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented since they are controlled by another 

agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional 

m
itigation m

easures beyond those of the proposed project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith 

policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster Plan. Alternative 5, P

alm
 and N

ees Access, requires acquisition of 

private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and requires additional 

m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. 

i 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

 Page 2.3-503 

LETTER I-96: 
Klytia and Bob Cozzi, April 13, 2017 

 

1-96 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Klytia Cozzi <k.cozzi@comcast.net> 
Thursdc1y, Ap ri l 13, 2017 11:12 AM 
Melinda Marks 

Subject: River West Eaton Tra il Extension Project 

While we are supportive of trail pathways throughout the River West Eaton Trail Extension Project and look 
forward to walkways along the river, we have concerns over several ossible options being promoted for the 
implementation ofthe plan , We are in favor of .safe, convenient, yet reasonable access to these trails. 

We support Alt. 3 and 58. 
We strongly oppose Alt.1 We voiced our concerns in previous years' meetings as well as this year. The 
points were well ta.ken and responded to by the city council when they adopted the city's general 
plan . Why would you come back 3 years later when the the same concerns have only increased ? Safe 

A 

convenient access to this area should be at Woodward Park, Highway 41, and/or Palm and Nees. B 
• Do not chop up this area wrth .a parking lot in the middle. This would create environmental pollution in 

an area that.has little or none. Placing the parking lot at Palm and Nees destroys nothing-the area 
already has Issues that can be corrected for the protection of the environment. It would be worth the 
effort. Alt. 1 is unreasonable, 

• Public transportation serves the Palm/Nees area, making it accessible to many Without cars and the I 
most convenient access for the underserved community addressed in your plans. It is convenient and 
reasonable to park one mile in either direction of the Del M,1r/Audubon access site. Do not disrupt the C 
hundreds of residents and thousands of daily commuters along Audubon when there are better, safer, 
more convenient, and reasonable solutions to accessing this portion of your t ra il. 
Alt. 3 and SB are already supported by the city General Plan after hours and months, even years of I 
resea rch and public input. This plan has been established as the safest, most convenient, and most D 
reasonable solution for giving access to the proposed trails . 

For these reasons and many more, we strongly oppose Alt. 1. It is not reasonable or safe nor does it take int 
consideration the area and infrastructure which would be adversely effected. 
We strongly support Alt. 3 and SB which preserves the peaceful river trail environment with .less noise, dust, E 

and soil pollution while still providing access to this 2 mile area. 
Thank you. 

Klytia and Bob Coui 

l 

A:COM 
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Letter 
I-96 

R
esponse 

K
lytia and B

ob C
ozzi 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-96A
 

The com
m

ent states favor for safe, convenient, and reasonable access to the trails and support 

for A
lternatives 3 and 5B

. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided at four 

locations: Perrin A
ve., S

pano P
ark, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and C

hurchill A
ve. entrances to the 

Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 

41. Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the proposed 

project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan. See Section 

5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found 

that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill, and 

w
ould require the acquisition of private land from

 a w
illing seller. 

I-96B
 

The com
m

ent states opposition for A
lternative 1 because parking lot w

ould create environm
ental 

pollution in an area w
here there is little or none and access should be at W

oodw
ard P

ark, S
R

 41 

and/or P
alm

 and N
ees because placing a parking lot at P

alm
 and N

ees w
ould correct existing 

environm
ental issues. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. S
ee the project description in Section 

2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that 

provides vehicle access and a parking lot via W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See Section 3.4 in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
 for inform

ation on the air quality analysis. The analysis concluded construction and 

operation of the project w
ould not result in pollutant levels that w

ould exceed the criteria pollutant 

thresholds established by S
an Joaquin Valley Air Pollution C

ontrol D
istrict (SJVA

P
C

D
). The 

project w
ould com

ply w
ith all relevant SJVA

PC
D

 rules for the criteria pollutant em
issions 

associated w
ith project operations. Additionally, the project’s construction-related and operational 

em
issions w

ould not result in a cum
ulatively considerable net increase for any criteria pollutant for 

w
hich SJV

APC
D

 is in nonattainm
ent under the applicable national am

bient air quality standards 

(N
AAQ

S) or C
alifornia am

bient air quality standards (C
AAQ

S). A
lternative 1 w

ould generate only 

i 
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slightly m
ore construction-related and operational em

issions than the project. All air quality 

im
pacts for the project or alternatives w

ould be less than significant (see FE
IR

 Table 5.12-1). 

Alternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees Access, requires acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and 

on m
utually agreeable term

s, and requires additional m
itigation to address the potential for 

exposure to hazardous m
aterials. See response to C

om
m

ent I-96A about A
lternative 5B. 

I-96C
 

The com
m

ent states public transportation serves P
alm

/N
ees, m

aking it accessible to those 

w
ithout vehicles and underserved com

m
unities, opines that it is reasonable to park a m

ile in 

either direction of D
el M

ar A
ve./A

udubon D
r. access site, and requests not to disrupt residents 

and com
m

uters along A
udubon D

r. 

See response to C
om

m
ents I-96A and I-96B about A

lternatives 5 and 5B.  

I-96D
 

The com
m

ent states A
lternative 3 and 5B

 are supported by the C
ity’s G

eneral P
lan, w

hich 

established safest, m
ost convenient, and m

ost reasonable access to proposed trails. 

The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is 

provided at four locations: Perrin A
ve., Spano P

ark, and the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. and C
hurchill A

ve. 

entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w

ould be at the Perrin A
venue 

undercrossing of SR
 41. See response to C

om
m

ent I-96A about A
lternatives 3 and 5B

.  S
ee EIR

 

sections 3.11, 5.8.11, and 5.10.11 for inform
ation regarding each proposal’s consistency w

ith the 

C
ity G

eneral Plan. 

I-96E
 

The com
m

ent reiterates opposition to A
lternative 1 and support for A

lternative 3 and 5B
 because 

they w
ould generate less noise, dust, and soil pollution w

hile still providing access to the tw
o-m

ile 

area. 

See response to C
om

m
ents I-96A and I-96B. S

ee Section 3.13 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 regarding 

noise. The analysis concluded that operation of the project for recreational use w
ould not expose 

visitor or receptors to noise levels in excess of standards. N
oise w

ould be generated by people, 

horses, and vehicles entering the site and by occasional vehicles and equipm
ent for operations, 

m
aintenance, and m

anagem
ent. The resulting noise levels w

ould not exceed standards adopted 

by the C
ity for adjacent uses. The operational im

pact w
ould be less than significant. C

onstruction 

activities under the project or alternatives w
ould cause a short-term

 tem
porary increase in 

am
bient noise levels and the noise levels could exceed am

bient noise standards established by 

the C
ity of Fresno for residential areas. H

ow
ever, im

plem
entation of M

itigation M
easure N

oise-1 

w
ould reduce the im

pact to less than significant. (See Table 5.12-1 in the FEIR
.) 

 
 

i 
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LETTER I-97: 
Darryl W. Curry, April 13, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Danyl Curry <dwc1660@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, Apri l 13, 2017 6:55 AM 
Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection Ordinance 

1-97 

I support the 2010 San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection Ordinance dralted by then Fresno 
council member Andreas Borgeas. I am in support of responsible development of the River West 
project. Our neighborhood has shown support for developing this regional amenity for all of the A 
citizens of the region, however I have very strong and legitimate concerns of some of the 
alternatives put forth in the DEIR regarding public safety, traffic safety and congestion, access and 
the negative impact it will have on an established neighborhood. 

I feel strongly that the proposed Alternative 1 is in direct opposition to and will violate the City oi B 
Fresno's 2035 General Plan because it contemplates vehicular access to parking via 
Riverview. Traffic along Audubon has increased year after year. I do not want to encourage mor 
traffic congestion a long Audubon. We already have frequent safety concerns while exiting Brier C 
Circle onto Del Mar with the current levels of traffic. I strongly support Alternatives 3 and 5B. I 
believe the vehicular access to the River is more appropriate at the (1) highway 41 bridge area 
and (2) Palm/Nees. These points of access will be in addition to access that already exists at 
Woodward Park. 

I appreciate the San Joaquin River Access Coalition's consideration ofmy concerns and support 
for Alternative 3 and SB. 

Sincerely, 
Darryl W Curry 
212 W. Brier Circle 
Fresno, Ca 93711 

A:COM 

D 
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Letter 
I-97 

R
esponse 

D
arryl W

. C
urry 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-97A
 

The com
m

ent states support for the 2010 S
an Joaquin R

iver and B
luff P

rotection O
rdinance and 

for responsible developm
ent. 

The Fresno City ordinance referred to by the com
m

enter is the San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection 

Initiative. The project site is w
ithin the area regulated by the ordinance.  The ordinance prohibits open 

fires, access to the River during the night, and provides other protections for public health and safety. This 

local ordinance applies to the project site and is fully enforceable by police, State gam
e w

ardens and 

other public safety officers. The proposed operations of the project described in the EIR conform
 to the 

ordinance (e.g., the project does not involve cam
ping, firew

orks w
ill not be allow

ed, cam
pfire pits are not 

proposed, and hours of operation w
ill be w

ithin the hours allow
ed by the ordinance). This com

m
ent is 

not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response 

is required. 

I-97B
 

The com
m

ent says A
lternative 1 vehicular access and parking via W

. R
iverview

 D
r. is in 

opposition to and violates the C
ity’s 2035 G

eneral P
lan. 

The EIR
 includes an evaluation of the both the proposed project and each of the alternatives 

against the policies of the G
eneral P

lan (see S
ection 3.11, “Land U

se and Planning,” in C
hapter 3 

and the Land U
se and Planning section under each alternative in C

hapter 5). S
ee response to 

C
om

m
ent I-97C

 below
 for m

ore on the entrance at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. analyzed under A
lternative 

1. 

I-97C
 

The com
m

ent says traffic has increased and the com
m

enter does not w
ant to encourage m

ore 

traffic congestion along A
udubon D

r.  

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. S
im

ilar to w
ith-

project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to 

accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S

. H
ow

ever, traffic volum
e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e 

I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the 

i 
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C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1-Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-97D
 

The com
m

ent states support for A
lternatives 3 and 5B

 because S
R

 41 bridge area and 

P
alm

/N
ees m

ore appropriate for vehicular access and w
ould be in addition to existing access at 

W
oodw

ard P
ark. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B
 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided at four 

locations: Perrin A
ve., S

pano P
ark, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and C

hurchill A
ve. entrances to the 

Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 

41. Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the proposed 

project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan. See Section 

5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found 

that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill, and 

w
ould require the acquisition of private land from

 a w
illing seller. 
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LETTER I-98: 
Beth and Chip Davis, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-98 

From: lllllb...ll;im 
To: Meliodo Marks 
Subject: DEIR Response 
Dat•: Tlwrsdai , Api l 13, 20176 ,21:24 PM 

Ms. Melinda Marks, 
My name is Beth Davis, my husband Chip and 1 live at 235 W. Brier Circle. We 

have lived in the neighborhood for 17 years. The bluff and river area is a wonderful A 
place to come and enjoy. Over the years we have experienced meetlng many others 
who have come to fish, walk thetr dog, run and bike. We support the development 
of the river for recreational activities, but in a safe and responsible manner. When 
we first moved to our home, Audubon was not a through street, it came to a dead 
end shortly past the apartments on Maroa. The area from ingram west to Nees and 
beyond t o t he river wcis mostly old industrial buildings or vacant land. Audubon was 
a safe and quiet street. Then as the area began to be renovated, old rusty eyesores 
torn down, etc., new businesses moved in, the shopping center, car dealerships and 
the opening of Audubon to Nees Ave, it was a positive at first, but year after year 
the traffic has gotten heavier and faster and certainly more dangerous. During the 
morning and evening rush, hour, it is nearly impossible to make a left turn from Del 8 
Mar onto Audubon. Drivers use Audubon as their freeway in every sense of the 
wordr speeding, tailgating others who actually go the 40 mrle an hour speed limit. 
Right at Del Mar where the street turns into a one lane street from a two lane, 
drivers regularly fail to notice the narrowing lane, then race each other to get in 
front, along w ith lots of honking horns, and screeching of tires. The traffic this past 
winter was the absolute worst I've ever seen it, I had the experience of having a 
driver illegally pass me on the left, in the t urn lane, in a pouring rain while I was 
going the speed limit just about to get into the same left turn lane to make my turn 
onto Del Mar, they must have been going 55 to 60 miles an hour. All of the above is 
a large part of why we are adamantly opposed to Alternative 1. My husband and 1 I 
support Alternatives 3 and SB. A Palm/Nees or Hwy 41 bridge access entrance is a 
much better solution for visitors to safely c1ccess the river. C 
Thank you, 
Chip and Beth Davis , 
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Letter 
I-98 

R
esponse 

B
eth and C

hip D
avis 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-98A
 

The com
m

ents states support for the safe and responsible developm
ent of the R

iver for 

recreational activities.  

This com
m

ent does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR
 analysis; 

no further response is required. 

I-98B
 

The com
m

ent states opposition to A
lternative 1 because of com

m
enter’s im

pression of existing 

heavy and fast/speeding traffic on A
udubon D

r. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. S
ee the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. S
im

ilar to w
ith-

project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to 

accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e 

I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the 

C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1-Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-98C
 

The com
m

ent states support for A
lternatives 3 and 5B

 because a P
alm

/N
ees or S

R
 41 bridge 

access entrance is a better solution for safe access to the R
iver. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided at four 

locations: Perrin A
ve., S

pano P
ark, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and C

hurchill A
ve. entrances to the 

Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 

41. Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the proposed 

project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan. See Section 

5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found 

that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to address the 

i 
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potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill, and 

w
ould require the acquisition of private land from

 a w
illing seller. 
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LETTER I-99: 
John R. Donaldson, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

lnhn Do naldsan 
Mclin$ M•rb 
Aa::ess to SJ River 
Thui.dav, April 13, 20 17 6 :18: 37 PM 

1-99 

we need maxi mum access to the river, which, it seems to me, should Include the 3 A 
obvious places: Perrin Ave through Madera, RiVerview Drive and Palm/Nees 
(alternate 5) , Thank you, 

John R Donaldson 
4559 N DeWitt 
Fresno, CA 93727 
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Letter 
I-99 

R
esponse 

John R
. D

onaldson 
A

pril 13, 2017 

I-99A
 

The com
m

ent expresses support for three access points at P
errin A

ve. through M
adera, W

. 

R
iverview

 D
r., and P

alm
/N

ees (A
lternative 5) for m

axim
um

 access. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at P
errin Ave (proposed 

project), W
. R

iverview
 D

r. (Alternative 1) and at Palm
/N

ees (A
lternative 5) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle 

access is provided at four locations: P
errin Ave., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and 

C
hurchill A

ve. entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin 

Avenue undercrossing of S
R

 41.  See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for inform
ation about 

environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including access to the project 

area. The E
IR

 also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that could 

provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater equity 

of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as exam

ined 

in Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B
) could provide m

ore convenient vehicular access for people traveling 

from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require additional 

m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These alternatives also 

require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as 

acquisition of lands from
 w

illing sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic 

im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a com
parison of the 

alternatives. The C
onservancy B

oard w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to inform

 their 

decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives.  
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LETTER I-100: 
Cindy Friday Beeman, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 12, 2017 

Ciodv friOOv 
Melinda Ma, ks 
RJ"ver West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension - Public (:orrmenr 
Thursday , April 13, 2017 7:06:33 PM 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re:River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'd li ke to comment on the River West Fresno DElR, specifically how access will be 
provided to the project site. 

1-100 

When I moved here from Riverside, Calif ., 9 years ago, I was surprised to see how 
little access there was to the San Joaquin River. I grew up in Sacramento, so I guess 
I was spoiled with access to the American and Sacramento rivers growing up.I 
enjoyed cycling and rafting on the American, and still enjoy being outdoors today. I 
realize this river's history is quite different. Still, the more public recreation access 
we have, the better quality of life we have. 

So, I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directots to approve the project site with 
all three potential access points included; 

1. Per~in Avenue Underc:rosslng accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Rlverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative s 

A 
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I hope the Board will approve the DEIR with all of these access points included. By 
including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible from 
Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), 
people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will all have access to the 
project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Friday Beeman 

Cindy Friday 

"Believe you can and you 're halfway there. " -- Theodore Rooseve lt 

A 
(cont) 
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Letter 
I-100 

R
esponse 

C
indy Friday B

eem
an 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-100A
 The com

m
ent encourages approval in V

olum
e I of this FE

IR
 w

ith three access points at P
errin 

A
ve./S

R
 41 undercrossing, W

. R
iverview

 D
r. evaluated under A

lternative 1, and P
alm

/N
ees 

evaluated under A
lternative 5 to provide equal public recreation access for people throughout the 

Fresno-M
adera M

etropolitan R
egion.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at P
errin Ave (proposed 

project and all design alternatives), W
. R

iverview
 D

r. (A
lternative 1) and at Palm

/N
ees 

(Alternative 5) is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of 

access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided at four locations: P
errin A

ve., Spano Park, and 

the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. and C
hurchill Ave. entrances to the B

luff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  See S
ection 4.2 in Volum

e I of this 

FEIR
 for inform

ation about environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, 

including access to the project area. The EIR
 also fully analyzed three design alternatives 

(Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of 

parking lots to provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that 

these additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the 

proposed project. These alternatives also require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin 

the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (A

lternatives 5 

and 5B) and installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). See Table 

5.12-1 for a com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy B
oard w

ill consider the inform
ation 

in the EIR
 to inform

 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives.  
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LETTER I-101: 
Afarin Karimkhanzand, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Afarln Karlmkhanzand 

342 w bluff 
Fresno, CA 93711 
~aldrassou II ti,gmall ,com 

13 April 2017 

San Joaquin River Access Coalit ion 

I am writing this letter in response to the proposed riVer access through our 

bluff neighborhood. 

Ever since Audubon was opened to Nees the amount of traffic in and around 

our neighborhood has risen steadily and consequently has brought an arrny of 

problems along with it. We now have so many strangers and passerby:s in our 

community, people who do not live l1ere. Many of these people utilize the river 

access opened up beside my home on bluff, del mar, and rlvervlew, These 

strangers are parking alongside botl1 bluff and riverview and sometimes into 

del mar depending on the day. Along With the extra traffic. I have witnessed 

illegal c1ctivities, general mischief, vandalism, littering and loitering caused 

directly by these new visitors. There are an average of 20-50 cars parking 

alongside our streets throughout the course of each day, none of whom are 

actual res idents--only Visitors. We are neither <l pub lic park, nor are we a public 

parking establishment. We'd prefer this stopped Immediately rather than 

support an initiative to grant even more ·reason for non-resident traffic and 

engagement. This recent Increase in strangeI· traffic puts our 1,eighborhood In 

greater danger than before. 

We strongly urge you to reconsider opening and supporting even more 

unrestricted public access to this area via the Riverview/Del Mar/Bluff triangle, 

One of the great perks of this neighborhood has always been It's privacy. 

sec lusion, and quiet atmosphere. These perks have been greatly affected over 

the years and we fear th is project wi ll render what remaining privacy we 
residents do have to be for naught. Due to the logistics of t he entryways, some 

residents are more heavily affected than others. There are many neighbors 

who will not notice any LIptick In cictfvity whlfe others (Including myself) 

essentially become the so le recipients of all the nuisances t hat t he additional 

public ttaffic entails 

Additionally, we are proposing that you establish pa lm and nees as the main 

point of entry, rather than directly nesting lt directly Inside of our 

1-101 

A 

B 
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neighborhood where it does not belong . Both those looking to bike and/or fish 

can use that entrance to gain access to the respective facilities. This Will 

ensure a more public an official landing area for those seeking recreation and 

h: Will ellminate the rise In problems we are currently facing with the existing 

access structure. 

Again, it's important to ernphasl,e that we, the residents who are most 

affected by this proposed change, do not want this increase in traffic 

degrading our neighborhood any further. We suggest you find a better way to 

satisfy all without compromising the privacy of our area any further. 

Sincerely, 

Afarin Karlmkhanzand 

I ~ant) 

D 
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Afarin Ka rimkhanzand 

342 w. bluff 
Fresno, CA 93711 
saidrassou 11 (l)grnail com 

13 April 2017 

San Joaquin River Access Coal ition 

One final thing I'd like to add regarding the proposed river access is that I 

genuinely feel our safety Is being compromfsed. The increase in traffic Into ou1· 

neighborhood does not come without its perils and I'm not wi lling to forgo my 

own safety (or our neighbors' safety) to sBtlsfy the recreational needs of others 

who do not live here. This is not a public park, It's a neighborhood where 

residents are supposed to feel safe and secure. 

Sincerely, 

Aforin Karimkhanzand 

E 
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Letter 
I-101 

R
esponse 

A
farin K

arim
khanzand 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-101A
 The com

m
ent expresses concern about increased non-residential traffic, people accessing R

iver 

at B
luff A

ve., D
el M

ar A
ve. and W

. R
iverview

 D
r. w

ith visitors parking along streets, illegal 

activities, m
ischief, vandalism

, littering and loitering.  

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, w
hich concluded 

that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. 

vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents 

identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1-Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires 

approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these 

im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented since they are controlled by another agency, this im

pact w
ould 

be significant and unavoidable. S
im

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay segm
ents under 

Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an 

acceptable LO
S. 

See Section 5.6 about the public services analysis for Alternative 1. S
im

ilar the project, the 

alternatives w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or perform
ance 

standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould occur. The project as w

ell as alternatives 

w
ould im

prove access for law
 enforcem

ent and em
ergency first responders to the R

iver bottom
 

com
pared to current conditions. S

ee Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and 

M
aintenance,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. The project w

ould include ongoing m
aintenance activities 

including trash service, w
eed abatem

ent, and sim
ilar m

ethods to provide for project visitors and 

protect surrounding areas.  

I-101B
 The com

m
ent urges reconsideration of opening unrestricted access via the W

. R
iverview

 D
r./D

el 

M
ar A

ve./B
luff A

ve. triangle because of neighborhood privacy, w
ith som

e neighbors (near 

entryw
ays) affected m

ore than others, and nuisances associated w
ith the additional traffic. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-101A. 

I-101C
 The com

m
ents is proposing a m

ain/official entrance at P
alm

 and N
ees for those seeking 

recreational access such as biking and fishing and elim
inating problem

s w
ith existing access 

structure. 

i 
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Alternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees Access, w
as fully analyzed in the E

IR
. The analysis found it 

requires acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and 

requires additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. See 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. A
lternative 

5B includes an additional public vehicle entrance, and public access to the trail extension through 

Spano Park, at the term
inus of Palm

 Ave. north of its intersection w
ith N

ees A
ve., and parking for 

40 vehicles on the floodplain. H
ow

ever, the analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require 

m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity 

of Fresno Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous 

m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill, and w

ould require the acquisition of 

private land from
 a w

illing seller. 

I-101D
 The com

m
ent reiterates m

ost affected residents do not w
ant further traffic and neighborhood 

degradation and suggests finding better w
ay w

ithout com
prom

ising area privacy. 

See response to C
om

m
ents I-101A

. 

I-101E
 The com

m
ent expresses concern about addressing recreational needs of other people w

ho do 

not live in area as the area is not a public park, over neighborhood safety. 

See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for inform

ation about environm
ental justice 

considerations for the com
m

unity at large, including access to the project area. S
ee response to 

C
om

m
ent I-101A.  
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LETTER I-102: 
Rose Marie Kuhn, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-102 

From: B.li..lil.lba 
Meliods M;uts, To: 

Subject: River West Fresno Eaton Trail E>rension DEIR 
Thur;clay, April 13, 2.017 6:44:04 PM Dale: 

Dear Ms. Mart<s : 

1. I am writing to provide comments on the RiVer West Fresno DEIR . 
My comments focus on how access will be provided to the project site. 

2. I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all th ree 
potentia l access poin ts included: 

<!- -[If !su pportli'sts]---x 1--(endlf)-->(l) Perri n Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera 
from Highway 41; 

<!--(rf !supportlists]-->(2) Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1; 
<!·-(if !supportUsts) -·>(3) Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5. 

3. I strong ly e ncou rage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of t hese access points included. By 
1ncluding a ll three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accesslblefrorn Madera County on 
the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive , and Palm and Nees) , people throughout the Fresno-Madera 
Metropolitan Region will have equitable access to the project site. 

4. I believe t hat these access poi nts will be a plus for t he Fresno area community who supports 
access to parks and recreation . 

Thank you for taking my comments in to consideration . 

Greetings, RMK 

Rose Marie Kuhn 
1655 W Tenaya 
Fresno, CA 93711 

Virus- free. www avast oom 

A 
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Letter 
I-102 

R
esponse 

R
ose M

arie K
uhn 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-102A
 The com

m
ent encourages approval for three access points at P

errin A
ve./S

R
 41 undercrossing, 

R
iverview

 D
r. evaluated as A

lternative 1, and P
alm

/N
ees evaluated as A

lternative 5 because 

w
ould provide equitable access for people in Fresno-M

adera M
etropolitan region and supports 

access to parks and recreation. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at P
errin Ave (proposed 

project), W
. R

iverview
 D

r. (Alternative 1) and at Palm
/N

ees (A
lternative 5) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle 

access is provided at four locations: P
errin Ave., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and 

C
hurchill A

ve. entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin 

Avenue undercrossing of S
R

 41.  See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for inform
ation about 

environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including equitable access to the 

project area. The EIR
 also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that 

could provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater 

equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as 

exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people 

traveling from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These 

alternatives also require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the 

C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a 

com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy Board w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to 

inform
 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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LETTER I-103: 
Sam Lane, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

April 13, 2017 

San Joaquin River onservancy, 
5469 E. Olive, Fresno CA 93727 

ATI" : Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 

RE: Lewis S. Eaton Trail Extension (LETE) 

1-103 

A~ a bluff property owner, I am pleased to say that I am part of the consensus of support for development 
of the San Joaquin River Parkway for public use, but I am also a proponent of the view that this project 

should not do damage to the quality of life of any of those impacted by it. I strongly support Alternative 
3, along with A!temative Sb, where the primary Park_-way access and parking is at the Spano Park at 

Palm&Ness. I strongly oppose Alternative 1, which will have a detrim ntal impact on su1Tounding 
neighborhoods and likely result in litigation that could delay the Parkway development indefinitely. 

Alternative I is an unsatisfactory plan !hat allows automobile access lo the Parkway through the very 

busy intersection of Audubon and Delmar and through the middle of the densely populated residential 

Bluff neighborhood using Riverview Dr as entrance to the LETE. The destination of this ill-conceived 

access plan is a parking-lot in the river bottom. Adding traffic to th.is neighborhood with more than 3 50 
residents and 600+ vehicles in and out of the Audubon/Delmar conidor is ill-advised, because this bottle­

neck is already delay-ridden and over-burdened with traffic as the primary vehicular access for our 
neighborhood's entrance and exit. 

The Smith Engineering and Management Finn reviewed the DEIR used to justify Riverview Dr as their 

primary access to the LETE and they concluded: "I'he entire traffic analysis is fatally flawed and the 

D I R's conclusions with regard lo traffic impacts are unsupported by substantial evidence ....... Because 

current traffic demand is of course higher than in 2008 (today 17,000 ADn, the Project's impacts on 
these intersections will be felt even more acutely ....... Standard traffic engineering praclice would also 

have dictated performing an intersection analysis at the Del Mar/Audubon entrance (The DEIR analyzed 

roadway segments only) .. .. ... This omission ... . ... is contrary lo standard traffic engineering practices". 

The DETR also en-ors in choosing the Memo1ial Day holiday as a ' \vorst case scenario". Easter is a better 

example. With Woodward Park filled to capacity every Easter, the ovedlow parking is already an 
existing automobile and foot traffic public nuisance that occurs every year west of Woodward Park, with 

hundreds of cars parking on both sides of Audubon, parking in neighborhoods north and south of 
Audubon, in particular, parking up and down both sides of Delmar with some folks picnicking in areas 

right in our neighborhood. This Woodward Park overflow problem, I would conjecture, is a pre-view of 

what we could expect every weekend if automobile access lo !he LETE were al Riverview Dr. 

Allowing public parking and automobile access to the river through the Bluff neighborhood via 
Rive1view Dr. also violates the amendment to the 2035 General Plan adopted by tl1e City of Fresno tl1at 

mandates that only pedestrian and bicycle traffic be allowed to access the river through Riverview Dr. 

The General Plan allows for vehicular access and parking at Palm/Nees, but not via Riverview. Just as 
questionable, logistically the access throug)1 Riverview D1ive posses the longest distance to the river and 

tl1e Eaton trai l for canoe' rs, horseback riders, cyclists and etc. 

A 

B 

C 

D 

D 

The best logistics for access are in Alternative Sb, where Palm&Nees is the closest access lo the river and l F 
the easiest access for se,-niors and the handicapped. In addition, the,-re-are already existing heavy traffic 
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thoroughfares ,md traflic signali; fo !his commen:ial district that support.Palm/Nees as one of the best 
acci.:i;s points. The.: o!fo:r cntcanccs for Lhis alt=ativc:, the 41 Bridge and Woodw,ml Park, give betlcr 
access to the river as well, with traffic that doesn' t cm:roacb on a r1.:sidential neighborhood. 

As blufI neig_hbQt·hood property owners, I ubrcit that we are the primary stake holders beca11~e we have 
our livelihoods invested in these properties and ,uc a! risk lo suffer the: greatest loss and damag1,;5 from tho 
environmental and social impact of any .t\.ltcrnativc the Conservancy adopts. 

We support the safe and re::sponsiblt: development of the:: River Wei;t proje::cl and the 2010 San Joaq11m 
River and l.!lu.lf Protection Ordinance. We support a plan Lhat does not mcrease: auto and foot traffic, 
parking problems, noise. fire han1rds, thre.,ts to public safety, crime, loss of privacy and the degrading of 
the view in which bluff property owners have paid a pre1nium to cajoy, condition.s which could cause a 

decline in our property values (bluff view property typica lly is va lued at~ Lirnes the v:il □c of properties 
across the:: st.reel). Alternative I could pol~tially create!egal probfoms that cou.ld dday the Parl·way 
development and entangle it in the courts for years. 

Rem~dy: 

The Alternative 1 proposal for automobile act:<::~ and parking through Riverview Dr. should not be 
adopted. Any use of Riverview Dr. for public access, is unaccep1.1ble b1.:cause ot'the Lranic problems, 
parking prob.lem.s. publi.c safety and other unpredictable issues it could create. The resulting quagmire of 
traltic congestion and foot trnflic into surroundi,,g neighborhoods would constitute a public nuisance and 

disturb a, neighborhood that has been traditionally peaceft1I and quiet. 

Alternative 3 is prefen-e<l by the Bluff neighborhood resident;;, along with Sb, where public access and 
parking is at the smith end of the 1,ETE near Spano Park at Palm&Nees. These is altemati:vcs are 

endorsed by the County Board of Supervisors, the City Manager and many other City of Fresno officials 
:md, as well by Fresno Bet: writer J'v1ark Warszawski who concludes after his own investigation that; 

"Spano has indicated, to me and others, that he's a willing seller (Spano has since offered to 

donate 11.6 acres that would accommodate 100 vehicles). I've also spoken to Cliff Tutelian, 

who also owns the upper road section, and am confident he could be persuaded If the land is 

developed In such a way that it adds value to his neighboring properties ..... we'd end up Wlth a 

project that better serves the people of Fresno". 

Read more here: http:/fwww.fresnobee.com/s portsloutdoorslarticl e19521936.html 

I find il dis.ippointing that the River WcstLETE prnjccl still has the Alternative 1 pbn fot acci.:ss and 
parking on the tah le. Tt shows that the treatment of then luff re.,;ident' s comment,; regarding access and 
parking has been perfunctory at best.. If indeed one of the primary ol~jectives of the Parkway tru!;t is to 
open the S~n Joaqi.iln River Parkway for the "enjoymenth of the public may I remind you that tl1e 
propcrty owners in the Bluff neighborhoods are part of the public as W(;JI and st.md to suJfer the gr~t.cst 
impact from how this project is designed and implemented. The bl1.ttl' propc1ty owners, along with the 
wild life habitats ~nd the natural topogrnpJ1y of the San Joaquiu River bottom.. rnuiji be given the highest 
priority when coru;iclt:.ring the environmental impact ofany design. for the river park\ ay. 

Yours truly, 

Sam Lane 
284 W. Bhrlf Avt::.: Phone: 559 977-1543· Email: sc4bre a yahoo.com 

1 F 
(cont). 

G 

H 



San Joaquin R
iver C

onservancy 
R

iver W
est Eaton Trail Extension Project 

Final Environm
ental Im

pact R
eport, Volum

e II: 
C

om
m

ents and R
esponses to C

om
m

ents 
C

om
m

ents and R
esponses to C

om
m

ents 
  

P
age 2.3-526 

Letter 
I-103 

R
esponse 

Sam
 Lane 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-103A
 The com

m
ent states support for A

lternative 3 and 5B
, w

ith prim
ary access and parking at S

pano 

P
ark, and opposition to A

lternative 1 because in the com
m

enter’s opinion it w
ould be detrim

ental 

to neighborhoods and result in litigation. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5 and opposition to A
lternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the 

proposed project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster Plan. See 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis 

found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed 

project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to 

address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er 

landfill, and w
ould require the acquisition of private land from

 a w
illing seller. The analysis found 

that Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the trail, but w

ould create a 

significant unavoidable traffic im
pact at the intersection of Audubon D

r. and D
el M

ar A
ve. It is 

beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of m

itigation at this 

intersection. 

I-103B
 The com

m
ent states objection to A

lternative 1 because in com
m

enter’s view
 the intersection of 

A
udubon D

r. and D
el M

ar A
ve. is busy, neighborhood is densely populated, has existing traffic 

delays and burdens. 

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. S
im

ilar to w
ith-

project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to 

accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S

. H
ow

ever, traffic volum
e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e 

I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the 

C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1-Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

i 
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C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-103C
 The com

m
ent states the project transportation analysis conclusions lack evidence and the FE

IR
 

lacked perform
ance of an intersection analysis at the D

el M
ar A

ve./A
udubon D

r. entrance, stating 

the FE
IR

 analyzed roadw
ay segm

ents only.  

See Section 3.17 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 and Appendices H
 and H

2 in Volum
e III. A traffic 

analysis w
as prepared for the project in accordance w

ith the C
ity of Fresno Traffic Im

pact Study 

R
eport G

uidelines for use in C
EQ

A project review
. This study w

as supplem
ented as part of the 

revised FEIR
 to include an evaluation of intersections. The assessm

ent of roadw
ay segm

ent LO
S

 

w
as based on the functional classification of the roadw

ay, the m
axim

um
 capacity, roadw

ay 

geom
etrics, and existing or forecast average daily traffic (AD

T) volum
es. The generalized peak-

hour roadw
ay segm

ent volum
es w

ere subsequently adjusted to reflect traffic volum
es on 

segm
ents of signalized non-State roadw

ays, reflecting the C
ity of Fresno Traffic Im

pact Study 

R
eport G

uidelines.  

See the transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, w
hich 

states that in July 2011, the C
ity com

pleted a traffic signal w
arrant study for the Audubon D

r./D
el 

M
ar A

ve. intersection. The study w
as perform

ed at the request of local residents. The w
arrant for 

8-hour, 4-hour, and peak-hour traffic is satisfied. The C
ity proposes to add a signal at the 

Audubon D
r./D

el M
ar Ave. intersection in the future. The study reported that no accidents 

occurred at this intersection betw
een July 2010 and July 2011.  

See Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact 

of Alternative 1 w
ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. 

vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents 

identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1-Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires 

approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these 

im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented since they are controlled by another agency, this im

pact w
ould 

be significant and unavoidable. 

I-103D
 The com

m
ent states the E

IR
 errors in choosing M

em
orial D

ay as a w
orst case scenario and that 

E
aster is a better exam

ple in term
s of parking overflow

ing into neighborhoods north and south of 

A
udubon D

r. 

See response to C
om

m
ent 3 to the C

ity of Fresno letter (R
L-1). A supplem

ental analysis w
as 

conducted using pedestrian and bicycle counts collected during July 31, 2017 and provided to the 

C
onservancy by the C

ity. U
nder w

orst case conditions, the use of the counts did not m
aterially 

i 
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alter the conclusions of the supplem
ental traffic report and the analysis contained in the EIR

 

rem
ains valid. 

I-103E
 The com

m
ents states access via W

. R
iverview

 D
r. violates the C

ity’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan and that 

W
. R

iverview
 D

r. poses the longest distance to the R
iver and E

aton trail. 

The EIR
 includes an evaluation of the both the proposed project and each of the alternatives 

against the policies of the G
eneral P

lan (see S
ection 3.11, “Land U

se and Planning,” in C
hapter 3 

and the Land U
se analysis in Section 5.6 for A

lternative 1 in C
hapter 5).  See S

ection 5.6 Land 

U
se in C

hapter 5 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for the analysis of Alternative 1 w

ith the G
eneral P

lan.  

I-103F 
The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 5B
, as w

ell as entrance at the S
R

 41 bridge and 

W
oodland P

ark, as the closet to the R
iver and easiest for senior and handicapped, and 

com
m

ercial area has heavy traffic thoroughfares and traffic signals. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-103A and the FE

IR
, w

hich evaluates Alternative 5B. Alternative 5B 

includes an additional public vehicle entrance, and public access to the trail extension through 

Spano Park, at the term
inus of Palm

 Ave. north of its intersection w
ith N

ees A
ve., and parking for 

40 vehicles on the floodplain. H
ow

ever, the analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require 

m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity 

of Fresno Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous 

m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill, and w

ould require the acquisition of 

private land from
 a w

illing seller. 

I-103G
 The com

m
ent is about environm

ental and social im
pacts on and around the bluff neighborhood 

under A
lternative 1, including traffic and parking, noise, fire hazards, public safety, crim

e, loss of 

privacy, view
 degradation and property values, and support for the 2010 S

an Joaquin R
iver and 

B
luff P

rotection O
rdinance. 

U
nder Section 15131 of the State C

EQ
A G

uidelines, econom
ic and social im

pacts are not 

considered as significant environm
ental effects. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-103B about the transportation analysis for Alternative 1.  

See Section 3.13 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 regarding analysis of potential noise im
pacts for the 

proposed project. See S
ection 5.6 noise analysis for A

lternative 1. The EIR
 analysis concluded 

that operation of the project or its alternatives for recreational use w
ould not expose visitor or 

receptors to noise levels in excess of standards. N
oise w

ould be generated by people, horses, 

and vehicles entering the site and by occasional vehicles and equipm
ent for operations, 

m
aintenance, and m

anagem
ent. The resulting noise levels w

ould not exceed standards adopted 

i 
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by the C
ity for adjacent uses. The operational im

pact w
ould be less than significant. C

onstruction 

activities under the project or alternatives w
ould cause a short-term

 tem
porary increase in 

am
bient noise levels and the noise levels could exceed am

bient noise standards established by 

the C
ity of Fresno for residential areas. H

ow
ever, im

plem
entation of M

itigation M
easure N

oise-1 

w
ould reduce the im

pact to less than significant. (See FEIR
 Table 5.12-1.) 

See Section 5.6 about the public services analysis for Alternative 1. Like the project, the 

alternatives w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or perform
ance 

standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould occur. The project as w

ell as alternatives 

w
ould im

prove access for law
 enforcem

ent and em
ergency first responders to the R

iver bottom
 

com
pared to current conditions. S

ee the hazards and hazardous m
aterials analysis for the 

proposed project in Section 3.9 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. Im
plem

entation of M
itigation M

easures 

H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials-1 through H

azards and H
azardous M

aterials-6 w
ould reduce 

the potential w
ildland fire im

pact to less than significant because the C
onservancy w

ould provide 

appropriate em
ergency access and signage; w

ould prohibit open burning and the use of 

barbeque grills; w
ould perform

 annual and periodic fire prevention activities; w
ould require all 

construction and m
aintenance equipm

ent to be properly equipped w
ith spark arrestors; and w

ould 

prepare and im
plem

ent a fire prevention plan for construction activities.  

Because A
lternative 1 w

ould entail construction of additional facilities, including the parking area 

accessible from
 W

. R
iverview

 D
r., the potential for w

ildland fire hazards from
 sparks em

itted by 

construction equipm
ent w

ould be slightly greater than the project’s w
ildland fire hazard, and the 

im
pact w

ould be potentially significant. The hazards and hazardous m
aterials BM

Ps identified in 

Section 2.5.2 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 w
ould be im

plem
ented as part of Alternative 1, in addition 

to im
plem

enting M
itigation M

easures H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials-1 through H

azards and 

H
azardous M

aterials-6, reducing the im
pact to less than significant. A

lternative 1 w
ould provide 

appropriate em
ergency-vehicle access (fire, police, and am

bulance) via the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. and 

also provide additional em
ergency egress for m

em
bers of the public using the trail. The project 

and alternatives w
ould im

prove access to the R
iver bottom

 for em
ergency first responders. 

U
nder Alternative 1, after construction, the second parking lot and recreation am

enities, traffic, 

and people using the trail w
ould be visible during the day. C

ars parked in the added parking lot 

and the Perrin A
venue parking lot w

ould be visible to hom
eow

ners on the bluffs, the public at 

Spano Park, visitors along the B
luff Trail, and traffic traveling along SR

 41. A
ll of these changes 

w
ould alter the visual character of the project area. The presence of the trail extension, parking 

lot, and recreational am
enities w

ould alter the natural aesthetic features of the R
iver as seen from

 

the surrounding area. The long-term
 presence and use of the trail extension could affect sensitive 

view
er groups and could be considered a conflict w

ith the unique and scenic resource that is the 

i 
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R
iver. The im

pact w
ould be potentially significant. H

ow
ever, im

plem
entation of M

itigation 

M
easure Aesthetics and Visual R

esources-1 w
ould reduce the im

pact on scenic vistas to less 

than significant. 

The project site is w
ithin the area regulated by the he Fresno C

ity San Joaquin R
iver and Bluff 

Protection Initiative w
ithin the m

unicipal ordinance code.  The ordinance prohibits open fires, 

access to the R
iver during the night, and provides other protections for public health and safety. 

This local ordinance applies to the project site and is fully enforceable by police, State gam
e 

w
ardens and other public safety officers. The proposed operations of the project described in the 

EIR
 conform

 to the ordinance (e.g., the project does not involve cam
ping, firew

orks w
ill not be 

allow
ed, cam

pfire pits are not proposed, and hours of operation w
ill be w

ithin the hours allow
ed 

by the ordinance).   

I-103H
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-103A about A

lternative 3 and 5B. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster 

R
esponse 1: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” This com

m
ent is not directed at the adequacy 

or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is required. 

I-103I 
The com

m
ent reiterates opposition to A

lternative 1 because of com
m

enter’s im
pression of 

im
pacts to the bluff neighborhoods and w

ildlife habitats and the natural topography of the R
iver 

bottom
 should be given the highest priority. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-103G

. See Section 3.5 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 about the biological 

resource analysis for the proposed project, w
hich concluded that im

pacts are less than significant 

w
ith m

itigation and application of B
M

Ps. As described in Section 3.5 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

, the 

dom
inant habitat com

m
unity is disturbed annual grassland. The m

ultiuse trail alignm
ent and 

parking lot w
ould be located in this habitat. The riparian habitat along the R

iver w
ould be avoided. 

See Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. Alternative 1 w

ould result in slightly m
ore ground 

disturbance, noise generation, and vegetation rem
oval than the project because of the additional 

parking lot. Im
pacts on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species or their habitats w

ould be 

potentially significant. Species using habitat associated w
ith the H

 and E ponds w
ould be 

tem
porarily displaced by noise and visitor activity from

 the additional parking lot. The im
pact 

w
ould be potentially significant. The biological resources BM

Ps identified in FEIR
 Volum

e I, 

Section 2.5.2, “Best M
anagem

ent Practices,” w
ould be im

plem
ented as part of Alternative 1. 

Im
plem

entation of M
itigation M

easures B
iological R

esources-1 through Biological R
esources-8 

w
ould reduce the im

pact to less than significant. 
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LETTER I-104: 
James R. Lowell, Jr., April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Jim Lowell <jrlowelljr@gmail.com> 
Thursday, Apri l 13, 201710:13 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Lewis S. Eaton Trail Extension 

Follow up 
Completed 

1-104 

I favor the two options preferred by the City of Fresno: Alternative 3 for the trail location and Alternative Sb for parking A 
at Palm/Nees. 

James R Lowell, Jr 
Coarsegold, CA 
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Letter 
I-104 

R
esponse 

Jim
 R

. Low
ell, Jr. 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-104A
 The com

m
ent states preference for A

lternatives 3 for trail location and A
lternative 5B

 for parking 

at P
alm

/N
ees.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. Alternative 3 

w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the proposed project and this trail 

alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster Plan. See the FEIR
 S

ection 5.11, w
hich 

evaluates A
lternative 5B. The analysis found that Alternative 5B

 w
ould require m

itigation 

m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w

ith the C
ity of Fresno 

Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials 

associated w
ith operation of a form

er landfill, and w
ould require the acquisition of private land 

from
 a w

illing seller. 
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LETTER I-105: 
Cynthia Parker, April 13, 2017 

 
 

A:COM 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mel inda, 

Cynthia Parker <cindchef@aol.com> 
Thursday, April 13, 2017 12:19 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Safe and Responsible Development, Access San Joaquin River Access 

1-105 

I have lived in this neighborhood since 1982 and its been a very safe and peaceful neighborhood. I have noticed over the A 
past 2 years there have been many homeless people moving around the neighborhood. My neighbors house was for sale 
for over one year and we found homeless people 
in the back yard We have also had a spike of crime over the years. I feel when people come to our neighborhood, who 
are not guests of the homeowners, that is an invitat ion for some dishonest people to just take what they want. 

Mother Natures Gifts. I do not want the public access to be directly through our peacefu l neighborhood Having access B 
I love living near the San Joaquin River, it is a beaut iful sight to see; the tall bluffs and the river down below and all of I 
on Audubon and Del Mar wou ld disrupt our peacefu l neighborhood. Traffic on Audubon has increased so much, it is very 
difficult to cross Audubon or sometimes turn onto Audubon because of the amount of cars that zoom by. Having access 
to the River off of Audubon and Del Mar would be a disasterI 

canoe drop off as the river isn't that far. There is already access off of Nees and Pa lm. Thal seems to be the place to C 
The best place to access The San Joaquin River is clear as can be, Nees and Palm. Plenty of room for parking and even I 
provide all public access to the river. Its a commercial corner and will not impact the already horrible traffic on 
Audubon. Fresno City Transit system will also provide transportation for all people from Fresno to enjoy the Rivers 
beauty. 

I would hope you would take a better look at the plan of 5B and/or plan 3 as they makes the most since. 
1. closest access to the river, 
2. traffic signa l system is al ready there 
3. won't disturb the neighborhood 
4. easy access for Pinedale residences 
5. commercial corner 
6. easy access for canoe and small boats 

I am asking that you strongly consider the public access to the San Joaquin to be Nees and Palm. 

Thank you, 

Cynthia Parker 

D 
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Letter 
I-105 

R
esponse 

C
ynthia Parker 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-105A
 The com

m
ent is about com

m
enter’s perception of a spike in crim

e and concerns about hom
eless 

people in neighborhood. 

The FEIR
 analysis concluded the proposed project and alternatives w

ould not alter existing public 

service ratios, response tim
es, or perform

ance standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact 

w
ould occur. The proposed project, as w

ell as the alternatives analyzed in the EIR
, w

ould 

im
prove access for law

 enforcem
ent and em

ergency first responders to the R
iver bottom

 

com
pared to current conditions. 

I-I05B
 

The com
m

ent states that traffic has increased on A
udubon D

r. and expresses concerns about 

access to the R
iver off A

udubon D
r. and D

el M
ar A

ve. 

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. S
im

ilar to w
ith-

project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to 

accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S

. H
ow

ever, traffic volum
e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e 

I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the 

C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1-Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-105C
 The com

m
ent expresses support for access at P

alm
 and N

ees because it is a com
m

ercial corner, 

and in com
m

enter’s view
 provides room

 for parking and canoe drop off, w
ould not im

pact traffic 

on A
udubon A

ve., and it is accessible by C
ity transit system

. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. A
lternative 5, Palm

 

and N
ees Access, w

as analyzed in S
ection 5.10 in the EIR

. The EIR
 found it requires acquisition 

of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and requires additional 

m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. See the FEIR
 Section 

i 
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5.11 for inform
ation about the addition of A

lternative 5B. A
lternative 5B includes an additional 

public vehicle entrance, and public access to the trail extension through S
pano P

ark, at the 

term
inus of Palm

 Ave. north of its intersection w
ith N

ees Ave., and parking for 40 vehicles on the 

floodplain. The analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond 

those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno Bluff Protection 

O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith 

operation of a form
er landfill, and w

ould require the acquisition of private land from
 a w

illing seller. 

I-105D
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 5B
 and/or A

lternative 3 because closest to the 

R
iver, has existing traffic signal system

, w
ont disturb neighborhood, provides access for P

inedale 

residences and canoe and sm
all boats, and is a com

m
ercial corner. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-105C

 about Alternative 5B. The com
m

enter’s preference for 

Alternatives 3 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation 

m
easures beyond those of the proposed project and this trail alignm

ent conflicts w
ith policies of 

the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan. 

I-105E
 The com

m
ent reiterates support for R

iver access at N
ees and P

alm
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-105C

. 

i 
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LETTER I-106: 
Kevin Peters, April 13, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Subject: 

April 13, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E. Olive ve 

Fr sno, CA 93727 

Kevin Peters <nivekjag@gmail.com> 
Thursday, April 13, 2017 9:01 AM 
Melinda Marks 
River West Fresno Ea ton Trail Extension DEIR 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

1-106 

I am writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR with special focus on how access will be 
provided to the project site. I wan! to encourage the Cons rvancy Board of Directors to approve the project site A 
with all three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin A venue ndercrossing accessed through Madera County from Highway 41. 

2. Riverview Drive ccess shown as ltemativ 1. 

3. Palm ees Access shown as Alternati ve 5 

As a resident of central Fresno I feel it is vital that access to the proposed extension be available to Fresno 
residents without having to go into Madera County. The DEIR states that a "significant unavoidable impact" 
for city of Fresno residents is expected due to the use of Perrin A venue Undercrossing accessed through Mader, 
County from Highway 41 as the only access. TI1e Board has the opportm1ity mitigate the impact by approving B 
Alternati ve land lternati ve 5. By approving all three of the above listed DEIR opti ons the Board wi ll be 
looking forward to future expansion of the trai l without having to go through DEIR process again for the area. 

A:COM 
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As to Altemative J being a access issue. 'T11e Board need only review the City of Fresno 2025 Master Plan to I 
detem1ine that the roads in question for use were developed as an access poinl for a development on that same C 
land. 

I strongly urge the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points included. By including all three 
access points (Penin Ave ndercrossing accessed from Madera County on Highway 41, Riverview Drive and 
Palm/Nees, both dedicated Fresno city streets), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan area wil l 
have equal access to the site. 

"Tl1ank you for your consid ration ofth s comm nts. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Kevin Peters 

1025 E. Robinson Ave 

Fresno, CA 93704 

A:COM 

D 
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Letter 
I-106 

R
esponse 

K
evin Peters 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-106A
 This com

m
ent states encouragem

ent for approval of three access points at P
errin A

ve./S
R

 41 

undercrossing, W
. R

iverview
 D

r. show
n as A

lternative 1, and P
alm

/N
ees show

n as A
lternative 5.  

The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is 

provided at four locations: Perrin A
ve., Spano P

ark, and the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. and C
hurchill A

ve. 

entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w

ould be at the Perrin A
venue 

undercrossing of SR
 41. The com

m
enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at 

Perrin A
ve (proposed project), W

. R
iverview

 D
r. (Alternative 1) and at P

alm
/N

ees (Alternative 5) 

is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during 

deliberations on the project. See S
ection 4.2 in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

 for inform
ation about 

environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including equitable access to the 

project area. The EIR
 also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that 

could provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater 

equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as 

exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people 

traveling from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These 

alternatives also require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the 

C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a 

com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy Board w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to 

inform
 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 

I-106B
 The com

m
ent notes there m

ay be significant im
pacts to Fresno residents associated w

ith the use 

of only the P
errin A

ve. access point, and this m
ay be m

itigated by approving all three access 

points, elim
inating the need to go through FE

IR
 process again for future trail expansions. 

See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for inform

ation about environm
ental justice 

considerations for the com
m

unity at large, including equitable access to the project area. The 

FEIR
 found there is no disproportionate adverse environm

ental im
pact of the proposed project on 

disadvantaged com
m

unities; how
ever, the additional access that w

ould be provided by 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B could im
prove access to the benefits of the project for the residents of 

Fresno, including disadvantaged com
m

unities.  

I-106C
 The com

m
ent is about A

lternative 1 access point consistency w
ith C

ity’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan. 

i 
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The EIR
 includes an evaluation of the both the proposed project and each of the alternatives 

against the policies of the G
eneral P

lan (see S
ection 3.11, “Land U

se and Planning,” in C
hapter 3 

and the Land U
se and Planning section under Section 5.6 for A

lternative 1 in C
hapter 5).  

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I-106D
 The com

m
ent reiterates encouragem

ent for three access points for Fresno-M
adera m

etropolitan 

area to have equal access.  

See response to C
om

m
ent I-106A and I-106-C

 about the E
IR

 analysis of equitable access and 

Alternatives 1 and 5.  

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse 1: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is 

not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response 

is required 
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LETTER I-107: 
Jeffrey M. Reid (McCormick, Barstow, Sheppard, Wayte & Carruth LLP, representing Cliff Tutelian 
and Tutelian & Co.), April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ms. Marks: 

Jeff Reid <Jeff.Reid@mccormickbarstow.com> 
Thursday, April 13, 2017 9:00 AM 
Melinda Marks 
'michael.crow@doj .ca.gov' 

1-107 

Comment Letter on DEIR River West Trai l Extension Project (SCH# 2014061017) 
Comment Letter of Cliff Tutelian and Tutel ian & Co.pdf 

Please see attached comment letter 

Jeff Reid 
McCormick Barstow et al LLP 
7647 N. Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93720 
T (559) 433-2310 
C (559) 908-3897 
www.mccormickbarstow.com 
Jeff. Reid@mccormickba rstow. com 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

 Page 2.3-541 

 

McCORMlCK 
BARSTOW LLP 
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A:COM 

April 13,2017 

Email to Melinda.Marh@sirc.ca.gov 

Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive 
Fresno CA 93727 

Re: DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE SAN JOAQUIN RIVER CONSERVANCY 
RIVER WEST FRESNO EATON TRAIL EXTENSION PROJECT 
State Clearing House# 2014061017 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

This letter is issued on behalf of my clients CliffTutelian and Tutelian & Co., Inc., who 
own interests in properties near the proposed San Joaquin River Conservancy River West 
Fresno Eaton Trail Extension Project (the "Project"). 

This is a comment letter concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") 
for the Project. Please ensure this letter and its referenced enclosures are included in 
the Record of Proceedings regarding the consideration of the Project by the San 
Joaquin River Conservancy (the "Conservancy"). 

1. The Alternative S Options Analysis Fails CEOA Informational 
Standards. 

The manner in which the DEIR incorporates the analysis of its recommended 
Alternative 5 is a severe violation ofCEQA. Those issues are detailed in items 2 
through 3 below. However, even if Alternative 5 was validly incorporated into the 
DEIR, the analysis of the various Alternative 5 options that it relies upon is 
incomplete and misleading, and thereby separately violates CEQA standards. That 
faulty analysis of the feasibility of Alternative 5 and its variants is forth in Appendix 
I, Road Feasibility Report (the "RFR") and is substantially relied upon in Chapter V 
of the DEIR 1 

a. TJ,e DEIR Relies on Incomplete, Inconsistent, and Potentially 
Inaccurate Analysis of Emergency Vel,icle Requirements. 

A 

of Fire Industry Bulletin 2016-004 and Fresno Fire Department ("FFD") B 
Regarding Emergency Vehicle Requirements, the RFR includes a discussion I 

Development Policies Section 401 to 409. Fire Industry Bulletin 2016-004 is 

I The DEIR and Road Feasibility Report confusins)y use diffaall labels for the options analy,,cd. The DEIR Al1analive 5 is labeled 
Route 5d in lhc Road F ... ibility Repon. TIie DEIR Allcmllivcs analysis and the Road Feasibility Report orc consiSICnt inthehdxls 
for Roule 5a, 5b and 5c.Thc Roed Feasibility Report includes III Ojllioft ROUie 5e tllll the DEIR dis,qlrds. This letter ll5CS the labels 
applied to the ROUie oplions in the DEIR Allcmllivcs analysis. 
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Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
April 13, 2017 
Page2 

enclosed as Exhibit 1. It makes no reference to any of the stated standards. 
Regarding FFD Development Policies 401 to 409, only FFD Development Policy 
Section 403.022 is relevant to the site access standards issues. That Policy is 
enclosed as Exhibit 2. 

The analysis the RFR conducts emphasizes three aspects of the relevant policy. 
These include a requirement that an emergency vehicle access route: (a) not have 
longer than a 450 maximum length for a single access point; (b) not have more than a 
10% grade; and, (c) emergency vehicle only vehicle access shall have a minimum of 
20 feet of clear drive width.2 

The RFR's reference to a 450 maximum length of access is based on statement 
(b) at item 5 of Policy Section 403 .022, under the heading "Turnarounds". The last 
sentence of that standard, which is focused on turnarounds, states that a maximum 
length of a single point of access shall be 450 feet. 

However, Policy 403.022, at item 2, under the heading "Points of Access", at 
subsection (b ), provides that a building or exterior storage area lot with up to 650 feet 
in length may have a single point of access if it has approved turnarounds that comply 
with the policy. This discrepancy between item 5(b) and item 2(b) in Policy 403.022 
is nowhere referenced in the RFR or DEIR. It is evidence of a potential opportunity 
for a route to have a 650-foot single point of access with a turnaround. However, that 
opportunity is not referenced in the RFR. Therefore, to the extent the RFR 
determines that routes are infeasible based on a 450 foot maximum access length, it 
appears to be inconsistent with Policy 403.022 -Access -2(b). 

This above cited failure of analysis affects the feasibility analysis of Routes 5a 
and Sb. The error is compounded because none of the descriptions of any of the 
Routes actually details the length of the access route. That omission makes it 
impossible for a reader to assess whether a 450-foot or 650-foot length standard is 
actually violated, the actual length of such route, and whether any required 
turnaround might be provided. 

Regarding the 10% grade policy, the RFR accurately quotes the entirety of the 
applicable policy, which confirms that the Fire Marshal has authority to approve a 
route that is in excess of a 10%3• However, in finding that Routes Sa and Sb violate 
the standard, the RFR makes no reference to the opportunity to obtain a Fire Marshal 
variance. In addition, because the RFR's description of the routes fails to detail the 
actual maximum grade of any of the routes, it provides the reader no opportunity to 

2 SeunalysisofRoutc Saal RFR 3. I. I, which emphasill!S violation of the 10% grade and lhc4SO length requirement, as well as the 
anlllysis of Route Sb at RFR 3.2.1 which emphasizes violation of the 10'¼ gJBde, the 450 length requirement, and the 20 foot clear 
drive width rcquimncnt. 

3 The 10% grade policy is quoted at RFR page 2-1, under heading 2.1. 

B 
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consider the extent to which the 10% grade standard is violated by each such route, or 
the opportunity to thereby have such route obtain the benefits of the potential Fire 
Marshal variance. Therefore, to the extent the RFR detennines that routes are 
infeasible based on violation of a 10% grade standard, it disregards the opportunity to 
obtain Fire Marshal variance from the standards, and fails to incorporate infonnation 
that provides an assessment of the feasibility of such variance. 

Regarding the 20-foot clear drive width standard, Policy 403.022, at item 
3(a4}, under the heading "Emergency Vehicle Access", establishes a separate 
requirement for 20-feet in clear drive width. s The RFR's application of this 20-foot 
clear drive width requirement to the feasibility analysis of the various Routes is 
inconsistent and possibly inaccurate. For instance, Routes 5b and 5c are both 
described as a single road with two 15-foot travel lane alignments. Presumably, those 
two travel lanes are part of a single roadway, which would then comprise a roadway 
of 30 feet in width. The RFR finds that, with respect to Route 5c, the 20 foot clear 
drive width requirement is satisfied. However, somewhat inconsistently, the RFR 
finds that, with respect to Route 5b, the 20 foot clear drive width requirement is not 
satisfied. In finding that Alternative 5 meets the 20-foot clear drive width 
requirement, the analysis notes that the existing private road would have to be 
widened by 5 feet by cutting into the bluff. 

A more accurate and consistently applied analysis ofFFD Development 
Policy 403.022 may have concluded that the 650-foot length route with turnaround 
could be satisfied by Routes Sa and 5b, that the variance from the 10% grade limit 
could have been reasonably obtained for the benefit of Routes 5a and 5b, and that the 
20-foot wide clear drive width requirement is satisfied by the 30 foot wide roads 
proposed for both Routes 5b and 5c. Under that scenario, none of the five Routes 
analyzed in the RFR would have violated applicable Emergency Vehicular 
Requirements. As a result, Alternative 5 may not have been held out as the sole 
feasible option. 

b. TIie DEIR Relies on an Incomplete and Inconsistent Analysis of 
Geotechnical Requirements Concerning Alternative 5. 

Regarding Geotechnical Requirements, the RFR (which the DEIR relies upon) 
emphasizes whether the Route complies with the City of Fresno Bluff Protection 

4 RFR references Policy 403.022, at item 8(a), under the heading "Emergency Vehicle Access", which focuses on SUUldatds for an 
access point that is established as an emergency vehicle !!!lb'. access point That policy imposes a requirement of20.feet clear drive 
width for emergency vehicle only access. However, the access that is being analyzed in the RFR is not intended as erncrgcncy 
vehicle only access. It appears that the intended access is actually governed by Policy 403.022, at item 3(a), under the heading 
"Emergency Vehicle Access", which establishes a separate requirement for 20-feet in clear drive width. 

S Policy 403.022, at item S, under the heading "Types of Access" appears to require a minimum of24 feet of clear width for access 
during conslJVction periods. The RFR and DER do not discuss how or whether this policy will apply or be satisfied. 

B 
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Overlay District. 6 A copy of the complete provisions of the relevant City Ordinances 
is enclosed as Exhibit 3. 

It should first be emphasized that Section 15-104 of the Citywide 
Development Code provides that the Development Code applies, "to the to the extent 
pennitted by State and Federal law, to all private property within the corporate limits 
of the City of Fresno, including all uses, structures, and land owned by any person, 
finn, corporation, or organization." (emphasis added). Therefore, it appears that 
where a public facility is being developed on public property, the City of Fresno Bluff 
Protection Overlay District (which is part of the Citywide Development Code) will 
not apply as a constraint to such a project. 

Assuming provisions the Bluff Protection Overlay District does apply, the 
RFR appears to provide an inaccurate assessment of its constraints. That is because 
the RFR and DEIR assert that Routes Sa and Sb would conflict with the grading 
standards in the Bluff Protection Overlay District that prohibits grading or alteration 
of existing topography or construction of any structure on the bluff face. What is 
inaccurate is that the DEIR (and table 3-1 of the RFR) make no mention of the fact 
that Alternative 5 requires cutting into the bluff to widen the existing road by 5 feet. 
That circumstance is stated in the RFR (al Section 3.4.2), as violating the grading 
standards. However, that circumstance is nowhere reflected in the actual DEIR or 
RFR Table 3-1. 

In analyzing the various Routes, the RFR declares that, with respect to Route 
Sa, the slope along the toe of the bluff is unstable because of past landfill activities. 
With respect to Alternative 5 and Route Sb, it is stated that the ground conditions are 
unknown and slope instability is possible. For Route Sc, the RFR declares that 
construction of a road and parking lot on landfill could expose construction worker 
and members of the public to hazardous materials. 

What is apparent is that the Geotechnical Constraints that exist for Alternative 
5 is the same as exist for Routes Sa, Sb, or Sc, whether the issue is the potential 
violation of the Bluff Protection Overlay District, the instability of the slope, or the 
contribution of the slope instability caused by existing historic landfills. 
Nevertheless, Table 3-1 of the RFR asserts that Alternative 5 is not constrained by 
such matters, though it asserts that Routes Sa, Sb, or Sc are constrained. 

If the mode of analysis for the Geotechnical Constraints were unifonnly applied, the 
same detenninations of constraints would be found for Alternative 5 as for Routes Sa, 

6 The RFR references standards in Allicle 14 of lhe Bluff Protection Overlay District and Seclion 15-1407 of lhe Citywide 
Developmen1 Code daled March 31. 20-15. The RFR references are inaccurate. The standards oflhe Bluff Protection Overlay 
District are presently set forth in Sedion 15-1603 of the City ofFresno Citywide Development Code. 

C 
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Sb, or Sc. As a result, Alternative 5 should not have been held out as the sole feasible Y C 
option. 1 

c. The DEIR Relies on an Incomplete and Inconsistent Analysis of 
Environmental Constraints Concerning Alternative 5. 

With respect to the impacts of landfills in the environs of the Routes and 
related amenities, the RFR notes, "The specific locations of the various landfills are 
not known". (RFR, at page 1-6). A conceptual approximation of boundaries is all 
that is provided. The RFR and DEIR nevertheless attempt to consider the potential 
impact of those landfills on the various alternative routes, but applies an inconsistent 
analysis to the issue. 

For Routes Sa, Sb and Sc, the RFR emphasizes that a post closure plan may be 
required because of adjacency to the former Pinedale Dump, and because that 
circumstance could expose construction workers and members of the public to 
hazardous materials. Concerns are also expressed about changes to drainage at the 
site that could cause the landfill materials to become wet and therefore make them 
more potentially hazardous. Civil liability is also emphasized. (RFR Sections 3.1.3, 
3.2.3 and 3.3.3). 

For Alternative 5, the RFR asserts that the alternative promotes visitor safety 
and use of recreational amenities. It further states that worker exposer to 
environmental contaminants of concern could be minimized with remediation during 
the construction widening of the existing private road. No expression of concern 
about public hazards is provided. (RFR Section 3.4.3). 

This very dissimilar treatment in the analysis appears entirely unsupported by 
the facts disclosed in the RFR and DEIR. The roadway for Route Sb is actually along 
an alignment that avoids the former Pinedale Dump. It is adjacent along much of its 
route to the FMFCD storm drainage facility. The fact that the FMFCD storm 
drainage facility is located at this site reasonably suggests that there is not a 
significant concern about getting existing landfill materials wet at this location. 

Route 5b does site its intended parking lot on what is described as a 
construction and demolition waste site. However, Alternative 5 sites its parking 
structure on a similar construction and demolition waste site, albeit at a different 
location, In any event, a construction and demolition waste site presumably has 
significantly less hazards than what emanate from a landfill of organic domestic 
garbage waste that exists in the former Pinedale Dump. 

By contrast, Alternative 5 follows an alignment that runs through the former 
Pinedale Dump, and incorporates a parking lot at location that is near the border of 
the Former Pinedale Dump and a Construction and Demolition Waste Site. Based on 
the materials in the Record, it is unfathomable that the RFR analysis concludes that 

D 
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Alternative 5 has no environmental constraints respecting the landfills, while such 
matters render Route 5b infeasible. 

The DEIR slightly rectifies the RFR's analysis by detailing the dangers of building 
upon the former Pinedale Dump, and incorporating three additional mitigation 
measures to address the matter. The DEIR's additional analysis and mitigation 
measures seem to prove, however, that the RFR's analysis, which was relied upon by 
the DEIR in determining that Route 5b was infeasible, was insufficient. As a result, 
Alternative 5 should not have been held out as the sole feasible option. 

d. TJ,e DEIR Relies on a Strained Standard/or Analyzing Trail 
Compatibility. 

The RFR compares the impacts of Alternative 5 and the various routes and 
finds that only Alternative 5 is consistent with what it states is a project objective of 
extending the multipurpose trail downstream from the terminus of this intended 
Project. (See RFR Section 3.2.4.). That analysis imposes an extraordinarily limited 
perspective on what can be feasibly attained when it comes to roadways and 
pedestrian crossings. 

With respect to the route alignments and parking facilities illustrated for 

D 

Routes 5a and 5b, the statement is made that the outermost roadway is at a placement E 
and width that would not allow the trailway to extend along its northern boundary and 
as a result, any extension of the trail to the south would require a pedestrian crossing 
over the proposed roadway. It may be desirable to avoid such pedestrian crossings in 
such circumstance. However, the mere fact that a pedestrian must cross a road (or a 
car cross a trailway) is not a basis to render an option infeasible. Nor does it justify 
the claim that circumstance puts in jeopardy the entirety of the objectives of a future 
project that requires such a crossing. If all interaction between pedestrians and 
vehicles along the trailway is to be avoided, then avoid placing vehicles and parking 
lots along the trailway. 

With respect to Alternative 5, the RFR's analysis of trail compatibility 
includes an affirmation that members of the public who might use this point of access 
may very well park in areas immediately adjacent to the access roadway's intersection 
with Palm Avenue. It wrongfully assumes, however, that such trail users would focus 
a parking at the lot for Spano Park. (RFR Section 3.4.4). In fact, however, such trail F 
users will likely impose their parking demands on the property owned by my clients 
that is immediately adjacent to the proposed Alternative 5 roadway. In this fashion, 
the DEIR admits an impact of its project on adjacent lands but proposes no mitigation 
measure for it. 
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e. T/1e DEIR Relies on an Incomplete Analysis and Incorrect 
Environmental Baseline Regarding Constructability of the Intended Trail Access. 

The RFR finds that the constructability of the roads for Route 5a and 5b are 
constrained because the land is privately owned, the private owner's future 
development goals may conflict with developing the route, and the route is near 
former landfill areas. Additional concerns are noted about the length of the roadway 
intended for Route 5a, because among the various options, it requires the greatest 
length of roadway. (RFR Sections 3.15, 3.25)7• With respect to Route 5c, the RFR 
notes simply that the property is privately owned and that the route would conflict 
with the private owner's future intended improvements. On that basis, the RFR (and 
DEIR) concluded that each of those Route options were infeasible. 

With respect to Alternative 5, the RFR and DEIR place significant reliance on 
the existence of what it described as a limited public access easement to the existing 
road. That analysis misconstrues the actual rights under the existing easement. That 
easement is included as Exhibit 4 (the "Park Place Easement"). The constraints 
respecting the Park Place Easement rights are more detailed in Section 4 below. 
However, in this context it is important to emphasize two things about the Park Place 
Easement. 

First, the Park Place Easement confirms that the easement is available for 
public use only for so long and such times as the Riverview Drive entrance is open 
for public access under not less than the same terms and conditions as outlined in the 
Park Place Easement. Because the Project intends to establish public access at 
Riverview Drive on conditions less burdensome than it intends for the route along the 
Park Place Easement, all public access rights along the Park Place Easement will 
terminate by the terms of that easement instrument. Therefore, the RFR and DEIR 
are misleading when they state that there are limited public access easements 
available. No such access rights will exist upon the adoption of the Project. 

Second, there is a reason the property owner imposed substantial limitation on 
the terms and conditions of the Park Place Easement. Broader use of that property as 
a public access to the river bottom is inconsistent with that property owner's intended 
use of its existing property in the environs of the Park Place Easement. 

The RFR and DEIR dismiss Routes 5a, 5b, and 5c on the basis that those 
routes are inconsistent with what the private property owners intend for future use of 
their property. However, with respect to Alternative 5, the recommendation is to 
violate the terms of the limitations in the Park Place Easement that were established 

7 Curiously. the relative cxto:nt of roadway conslJUction between Alternative Sand Route Sb is nowhere disclosed. If the extent of 
roadway improvements is a relevant basis for wciching the Route options against one another. such information should be provided in 
a Recirculated DEIR. 

G 
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by the property owner to protect its existing developed project. The DEIR reflects 
lesser respect and concern where an access route violates the goals of the owner of an 
existing improved project versus those of property owners that have not yet invested 
in their project development and entitlements. 

The intent to disregard easement provisions that protect the value of an 
existing project will have significant consequences on the constructability of the 
Alternative S access. Any condemnation will have to be valued at acquiring all rights 
to a public right of way. That will be much more costly than simply modifying rights 
provided under an existing limited easement. 

In addition, that condemnation will need to value the entirety of the severance 
damages that the intended condemnation will cause to the entirety of the existing Park 
Place development. Such severance damages will include diminishment in value to 
the Park Place development property that will arise from the use intended to be 
obtained by the condemnation. The increased trespass parking from trail users, the 
consequence of likely vandals, vagrants, homeless encampments, fire risks, and other 
risks associated with such newly broadened public access to the river bottom, are all 
items that will be valued. Their impact on the value of the adjacent property will then 
need to be compensated.8 

2. Alternative 5 Was Not Properly Incorporated into the Project 
Description, Resulting in Failure of the EIR to Comply with CEOA's 
Informational Requirements. 

The primary purpose of an EIR is its service as a public informational 
document. (Public Resources Code Section 21061). If the EIR fails to comply with 
CEQA's information requirement, the lead agency has abused its discretion and failed 
to proceed in the manner required by law. (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible 
Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal. 4th 412, at page 435). 

One of the important informational requirements of an EIR is an effective 
Project Description. A key requirement of a Project Description is that it must depict 
a precise location and boundary of the project on a detailed map. (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124 ). 

The Project Description detailed in the DEIR describes a project that extends 
from SR 41 on the east, to Spano Park on the west, and further confirms it extends to 
a point below the Spano Park overlook. (DEIR Section 1.2, Page 1-2). 

8 The likelihood and risk orlhesc impacts or public riverbollom access to adjacent properties are proven by lhe adoption of the San 
Joaquin River and BlulTProtcction Initiative, included in Article IS ofOtaptcr 10 oflhc Fn:sno Municipal Codc(Section 10-1S01 ct 
seq.) Such matters are also evidenced by Public Resources Code Section 32S1 I, which ~uin:s the Conservancy to close to lhe 
public any lands or facilities that it is not able to maintain for public health and wildlife protection, or to adequately protect !he rights 
of adjacent owners from the public. 
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The DEIR's Summary Project Location confinns that the study area comprises 
lands owned by the State of California, and two parcels owned by the City. It also 
notes that there are three parcels in the study area owned by others that would not be 
part of the project, which include one privately owned parcel that is occupied by two 
residences and two parcels owned by the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District. 
The Summary Project Location makes no reference to any other properties. (DEIR 
Section 1.2, Page 1-3). 

The separate Project Location description at Section 2.3 does make reference 
to some additional privately owned properties lying between the Conservancy lands 
and the intersection of Palm Avenue and Nees Avenue that might be incorporated 
into the Project pursuant to Alternative 5. However, Figure 2-2, which includes an 
illustration of the Project Study Area, does not encompass any delineation of the 
properties that Alternative 5 actually intends to incorporate into the Project. In 
addition, those additional properties described in Alternative 5 are actually not 
located between the Conservancy lands and the intersection of Palm A venue and 
Nees Avenue. 

As a result, Alternative 5 attempts to incorporate properties that are outside 
the bounds of what is described in the Project Description and Project Location. This 
technique effectively buries the description and disclosure of those affected parcels 
into a 5th Chapter of the DEIR. It constitutes an awkward and misleading approach to 
incorporate an additional complement of properties into the project description, which 
violates CEQA. 

A result of this technique the DEIR, at Section 2.8, fails to adequately 
inventory the areas of controversy and issues to be resolved. For instance, 
Alternative 5 involves significant impacts respecting hazards and hazardous materials 
resulting from potential construction improvements upon landfills, which creates 
potentially significant impacts of a type much different than the impacts assessed in 
the primary chapters of the DEIR. However, the inventory of issues that the EIR is 
intended to resolve that are detailed in Section 2.8 entirely ignore the issue of the 
potential impact of the project on existing landfills and their associated hazardous 
substances. 

In addition, as a result of this technique, the DEIR, at Section 2.9, fails to 
advise the public that the EIR will presumably be relied upon to initiate 
condemnation of private property. That "discretionary" approval is nowhere listed in 
the description of intended uses. 

The DEIR should therefore be revised to include a proper description of the 
Project Location, a proper listing of all of the issues resulting from a complete 
disclosure of that Project Location, and a proper listing of all intended uses of the EIR 
associated with an accurate description of the intended Project location. 

H 
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3. Alternative S Does Not Serve the Pumoses of An EIR Alternatives 
Analvsis and Therefore Does Not Justify Failure to Provide an Appropriate 
Project Description. 

An EIR is required to include a range of reasonable alternatives to a project, or to the 
location of a project. The purpose of that analysis is to identify alternatives that 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, emphasis added). The Guidelines further emphasize that 
the discussion of alternatives "shall focus on alternatives to the project or its 
location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 
effects of the project, ... " 

Alternative 5 does not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
environmental effects of the project. Its inclusion in the DEIR therefore does not 
serve the purposes of an EIR's required alternative analysis. It can therefore not be 
used as a device to modify the Project description. 

Specifically, Alternative 5 is stated to have potentially significant impacts on 
aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources geology and soils, and noise, 
similar to the impacts projected for the Project. However, Alternative 5 is projected 
to have greater impacts than the Project on air quality, greenhouse gases, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality. There is no class of environmental 
impacts that Alternative 5 will, if implemented, avoid or substantially lessen. In fact, 
Alternative 5 requires more mitigation respecting the impact on hazards and 
hazardous materials than the Project described in the Project Description. (DEIR 
pages 5-75 through 5-91 ). Alternative 5 therefore does not qualify as an alternative 
that is required to be analyzed in an EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6. 

The DEIR makes the inaccurate and misleading argument that Alternative 5 was 
adopted to address limited public access to the River for residents of nearby 
disadvantaged communities, and more broadly for residents of the Fresno 
metropolitan area. (DEIR page 5-53). Those are laudable goals. Those are the kinds 
of goals that should arguably be included in a statement of Project Objectives and 
thereby be incorporated as elements of a Project Description for the Project that is 
being primarily evaluated by the DEIR. However, they were not. 

The DEIR attempts to claim that environmental justice goals are environmental 
impacts of a project and that CEQA therefore mandates mitigation measures to 
address such goals. (DER, Section 4.2, pages 4-17 through 4-21 ). We are told that 
travel will have an adverse impact on environmental justice goals. We are also told 
that the demands for travel, and diminishment in environmental justice, arises 
because of the need for vehicle travel to the access point intended by the Project 

K 
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detailed in the Project Description. This adverse impact on supposed 
"environmental" goals is then used as the basis for inserting Alternative 5 as an 
"Alternative". 

However, attainment of environmental justice goals are not environmental impacts 
and they are therefore not impacts to be analyzed in an EIR or "mitigated" by 
imposition of mitigation measures or project alternatives. If environmental justice 
goals are to be pursued by public projects, then they should be pursued by projects 
that contain such goals in the project purposes. They should also be supported by 
projects whose location and other aspects are part of the Project Description that an 
EIR intends to primarily evaluate. 

The attempt of the DEIR to transmute a CEQA analysis of environmental impacts 
into broader goals of improving health and safety of human beings was recently 
criticized by the California Supreme Court in California Bid Industry Assn. v. Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.App.41h 369, 386-387. CEQA 
is intended to evaluate the environmental effects ofa project. To the extent the 
impact on humans is relevant to that analysis, that analysis is limited to the impacts 
on a project's users or residents that arise from the project's effects on the 
environment. Whether a project is aligned with environmental justice goals, or 
whether the project will generally impact human beings who are an element of the 
environment, is not an environmental impact ofa project. The DEIR's analysis of the 
Project's impacts on environmental justice goals is entirely unhinged from any CEQA 
statutes, guidelines or case law. 

Alternative 5 is an alternative that does not avoid or lessen any properly construed 
environmental impact of the Project. It actually creates more impacts and thereby 
demands more mitigation measures than the Project. Wrapping environmental justice 
goals around the analysis does not change the fact that the Alternative 5 does not 
relate to an alternative that mitigates the projects' environmental impacts. 

If Alternative 5 is a desired intended pursuit, it should have been incorporated into the 
Project Description. It is not proper under CEQA for the Project Description and 
Project purposes to be increased by shoving sidewise additional project elements into 
an Alternatives Analysis that serves no CEQA objectives. This approach violates 
CEQA. It also led to a failure of the DEIR to adequately analyze the Project that it 
apparently intends to support. 

4. The Alternative 5 Analysis Fails to Disclose the Proper Environmental 
Baseline for the Park Place Easement, and the Impact of Substantial 
Condemnation and Severance Damages On Its Feasibility. 

The analysis of Alternative 5, at DEIR Page 5-54, states that there are limited public 
access easements on the private access roads that the Alternative 5 intends to assess. 
While that condition does presently exist, as detailed in Section 5 below, the 

L 
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implementation of the Project will trigger tennination of all public access rights along 
the described private access road. Therefore, any properly conceived environmental 
baseline for the analysis of the impacts of Alternative 5 should assume that no public 
access rights exist along the private access road, and all statements inconsistent with 
that environmental baseline should be discarded because they create a misleading 
perspective as to the burdens of adopting Alternative 5 as a Project element. 

As stated in Section l(e) above, any proposal to implement Alternative 5 will require 
a condemnation of private property along the route of proposed Alternative 5. Any 
condemnation will have to be valued at the costs of acquiring all required rights for a 
public right of way. That will be much more costly than simply modifying rights 
provided under an existing limited easement which the DEIR misleadingly suggests 
would be required. 

In addition, that condemnation appraisal will need to value the entirety of the 
severance damages that the intended condemnation will cause to the entirety of the 
existing Park Place development. Such severance damages will include 
diminishment in value to the Park Place development property that will arise from the 
use intended to be obtained by the condemnation. The increased trespass parking 
from trail users, the consequence of likely vandals, vagrants, homeless encampments, 
fire risks, and other risks associated with such newly broadened public access to the 
river bottom, are all items that will be valued. The fact of such potential impacts to 
adjacent properties are evidenced by both the San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection 
Initiative (Fresno Municipal Code Section 10-1501 et seq.) and Public Resources 
Code Section 32511. 

Alternative 5 includes no analysis of the feasibility of implementing that alternative in 
light of the tremendous expenses that will be associated with attempting to acquire 
the rights to the access route that it intends. 

5. The EIR Fails to Disclose the Impact of the Loss of Rights to Access 
Pursuant to the Park Place Easement. 

The DEIR confinns that pursuant to the Project the Conservancy intends to 
pennanently limit access to the trail from West Riverview Drive to pedestrian and 
bicycle access ( except that public agencies may make vehicular access at the location 
for maintenance, operations, patrols and emergency response). This circumstance is 
confinned as complying with the Fresno 2035 General Plan Policies in POSS-7-g and 
POSS-7-i. (DEIR at Page 3.149). 

However, the DEIR does not explain the impact that the limited public access rights 
at West Riverview Drive will have on other existing public access rights. It therefore 
fails to disclose a potentially significant impact of the Project or consider whether 
such impacts could be feasibly mitigated by recommending changes in Policies 
POSS-7-g and POSS-7-I and broader public access rights at West Riverview Drive. 

M 
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Specifically, there is presently an easement that benefits limited rights of public 
access to the river bottom at a location near Palm and Nees Avenues. This easement, 
the "Park Place Easement", was previously referenced in Sections l(e) and 4 above, 
and is included as Exhibit 4. 

The Park Place Easement makes clear that it provides public access only for so long 
as and such times as the Riverview Drive entrance is open for public access under not 
less than the same tenns and conditions outlined in the Park Place Easement. The 
Park Place Easement currently allows public access via vehicles in addition to 
bicycles and pedestrians. 

By limiting public vehicle access at West Riverview Drive, the Project ensures that 
the rights of the public to make vehicular access under the Park Place Easement will 
tenninate. This is an impact of the Project that is not disclosed. 

Because the DEIR fails to disclose such Project impacts, it fails to consider feasible 
mitigations to such Project Impact. That feasibility analysis should also take into 
account the actual design standards achieved by the roadways developed along 
Alluvial Avenue and Riverview Drive in assessing their ability to support the 
Riverview Drive entrance route for additional public vehicle access. The analysis of 
Alternative I as detailed in Chapter 5 of the DEIR confinns that existing public 
roadway facilities will well support public vehicular access to the intended parkway 
from the West Riverview Drive access. 

6. The DEIR Fails to Analyze or Confirm Mitigations for the Project's 
Blighting Impacts. 

Providing public access to the river bottom will necessarily carry with it impacts 
associated with increased trespass parking from trail users, and the consequence of 
likely vandals, vagrants, homeless encampments and fire risks. The existence of 
those potential impacts to adjacent properties are evidenced by the San Joaquin River 
and Bluff Protection Initiative (Fresno Municipal Code Section 10-1501 et seq.), 
which details a long list of prohibited activities in the environs on the river bottom. 
Those prohibited activities include the following: 

(a) Overnight camping; 

(b) Depositing, placing, throwing or in any manner disposing of any 
rubbish, trash, garbage, can, bottle, glass, wood, paper or any decaying or putrid 
matterof any kind; 

(c) Lighting of any fires or open flames, including but not limited to 
cooking fires and barbecues; 

(d) Possession or use of fireworks; 
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(e) Entering, remaining or loitering between the following hours: 10:00 
p.m. to sunrise from March through October; 6:00 p.m. to sunrise from November 
through February; 

(f) Discharging of firearms, bows, pellet guns, or paintball guns except in 
areas or facilities specifically designated for such activities; 

(g) Removal of vegetation or excavation of any rock or stone; 

(h) Removal or disturbance of archaeological or cultural artifacts; or, 

(i) Removing, defacing, damaging or destroying any sign, gate, garbage 
can, or structure or facility which has been posted in accordance with other provisions 
of City Ordinances. 

It is clear that the reason each of these nuisance activities are expressly further 
barred by the tenns of the San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection Initiative is because 
they each relate to activities that have historically created problems for neighbors 
owning property adjacent to the San Joaquin River along the River Bluff. The San 
Joaquin River and Bluff Protection Initiative is therefore substantial evidence of the 
existence of such potentially significant impacts that arise (and increase) as public 
access to the river bottom is enhanced. 

Likewise, Public Resources Code Section 32511 requires the Conservancy to 
close to the public any lands or facilities that it is not able to maintain for public 
health and wildlife protection, or to adequately protect the rights of adjacent owners 
from the public. This statute is similarly substantial evidence of problems created on 
the San Joaquin River where appropriate funding to protect against noxious uses is 
not assured. 

Unfortunately, despite adopted public policies acknowledging such matters, 
no aspect of the DEIR includes an analysis of the environmental impacts affecting 
adjacent property owners associated with increased human activity in the river 
bottom. The DEIR thereby also proposes no mitigation measures to address the 
blighting influences that such impacts can have on neighboring property owners. 

Because the DEIR fails to analyze these impacts, it also fails to discuss 
potentially feasible mitigation measures. Several important such measures exist. For 
instance, the existing San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Goals, Objectives and 
Policies provide, at RTP-4, that operating plans for each Parkway segment should be 
developed in conjunction with affected local jurisdictions to include access control 
locations, park hours, fees and enforcement provisions. However, the DEIR does not 
access how this policy has been implemented. 

In addition, and more importantly, the mitigation measure might simply focus T 
on providing the public assurances that the requirements of Public Resources Code '¥ 
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Section 32511 are implemented. This should include a requirement that no portion of 
any development of the Project be implemeulcd until operating funds to assure the 
requirements of Public Resources Code Section 3251 1 are identified. Further, the 
operational budgets necessary to assure such standards should be subject lo a noticed 
public hearing for complete public input and evaluation. Such measures are very 
feasible and would simply focus on assuring that standards of existing laws and 
po licies are attained. 

7. The EIR Req uires Revisio ns to Assure a Proper Project Description and 
Appro priate Public Jnformation Disclosures, Which Impose a Dutv to 
Recirculate the Revi ed DEIR for Further Public Review. 

As detailed above, 1he DEIR violates important CEQA standards. Addressing those 
requirements will involve substantial revisions to the DEIR document. 

Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 provides that when a lead agency adds 
"significant new information" to an EIR after completion of consultation with oth r 
agencies and the public but before cert.ifying the BIR, the lead agency must pursue an 
additional round of consultation.' ( Vineyard Area Citizens.for Responsible Growth v. 
City of Rancho Cordo\'(/ (2007) 40 Cal.4th 4) 2. at p. 447). New i11formation is 
"significant"' where " the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect 
of the project or a feasib le way to mitigate or avoid such an effect." (Laurel Heights 
lmprovemenl Assn. v. Re gems of University of California ( 1993) 6 Cal.411' 1112, at p. 
I J 29; accord, CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.S(a)). It is clear that the revisions 
required for the DEIR will involve disclosure of significant new informalion that will 
require recirculation for further public review and comment. We look forward to the 
opportunity to conrn1ent on the recirculated D E[R materials. 

1.mc. Exhibits ,\ 1hrough D 

cc: Mr. ClilTTulcllnn 
Snn Juuqui11 River Cunsr.lrva11cy lJonrd .Members 
•Ir. Michael Cro11. Esq .. Dcpu1y Anomcy encrnl 

Sincerely, 
McCORMICK, BARSTOW, SHEPPARD. 

WA YTE & CARRUTH LLP 

' ~vt___-> 
CZ:Zey M. Reid 

Ms. Sharon Waver, Executive Director. S:111 Joaquin River Parkwny & Conscrvution Trust Inc. 
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I-107A
 This introductory com

m
ent asserts the E

IR
 fails to properly address alternatives to the proposed 

project as detailed in the item
s below

. It also states that the R
oad Feasibility R

eport (R
FR

), upon 

w
hich the selection of the route to exam

ine for A
lternative 5 in the D

E
IR

 w
as partially based, is 

incom
plete and m

isleading. 

This is an introductory com
m

ent to m
ore detailed com

m
ents to follow

. Please see the m
ore 

detailed responses to the m
ore detailed com

m
ents below

.  

C
hapter 5, “Alternatives,” in the D

EIR
 (see V

olum
e I of this FEIR

) provided an analysis of a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project sufficient to foster 

inform
ed decision-m

aking consistent w
ith the requirem

ents of C
EQ

A.  (S
ee State C

EQ
A 

G
uidelines Section 15126.6.) The D

EIR
, as revised, fully evaluated six design alternatives that 

included variations on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicle access, and location of parking lots. 

Alternatives selected for full evaluation in the D
EIR

 w
ere those that w

ere determ
ined to be 

potentially feasible, 1 could accom
plish m

ost of the basic objectives, w
hile avoiding or 

substantially lessening one or m
ore of the significant effects. A D

EIR
 is not required to analyze 

alternatives w
hich w

ere determ
ined to not be potentially feasible during the scoping process, nor 

m
ust a D

EIR
 consider every possible alternative. U

nder the rule of reason, the EIR
 need discuss 

only those alternatives necessary to perm
it a reasoned choice.  

The C
onservancy process to determ

ine the potential viability of vehicular access via five potential 

routes and w
hich route to carry forw

ard for full evaluation in the D
EIR

 as Alternative 5 m
ore than 

m
et the requirem

ents of C
EQ

A (see S
tate C

EQ
A G

uidelines S
ection 15126.6) and is supported 

by substantial evidence in the record, including the inform
ation provided in the R

FR
 in Volum

e III, 

Appendix K of this D
EIR

. At a public m
eeting on Septem

ber 17, 2014, in response to public 

com
m

ents and a preference expressed by C
ity of Fresno representatives during the public 

participation process, the C
onservancy Board directed and authorized consideration of an 

additional, off-site, public access alternative, in the vicinity of the existing private access road 

leading the intersection of Palm
 and N

ess avenues and term
inating at the R

iver. 

                                                      
1 

S
tate C

E
Q

A
 G

uidelines 15364 defines feasible as “capable of being accom
plished in a successful m

anner w
ithin a 

reasonable period of tim
e, taking into account econom

ic, environm
ental, legal, social, and technological factors.”  

For purposes of evaluating alternatives the C
onservancy considered site suitability, econom

ic viability, availability 
of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory lim

itations, jurisdictional boundaries, and 
w

hether it could  acquire, control, or otherw
ise have access to the alternative site. 
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The R
FR

, referenced in this com
m

ent, w
as prepared by Blair, C

hurch and Flynn C
onsulting 

Engineers, under contract to the C
ity of Fresno. The R

FR
 w

as prepared by the C
ity and 

presented to the C
onservancy B

oard at a public m
eeting on A

ugust 19, 2015. The R
FR

, together 

w
ith the Phase I H

azardous M
aterials and W

astes analysis presented in Appendix F in Volum
e III 

of this FEIR
, identified prelim

inary engineering and hazardous m
aterials and w

astes constraints 

associated w
ith five possible public access routes leading into the project area from

 the Palm
 and 

N
ees avenues intersection. This constraints analysis provides som

e of the substantial evidence
2 

upon w
hich the C

onservancy relied to exercise its discretion to select a public access route to 

study in the D
EIR

 as A
lternative 5. C

hapter 5 of the D
EIR

 explains the C
onservancy’s rationale 

for elim
inating for further study the other routes exam

ined in the R
FR

. The R
FR

 provides 

inform
ation that supports the analysis of A

lternative 5 in the D
EIR

 and is part of the record the 

Board m
ay consider w

hen deliberating on the m
erits of the proposed project and it alternatives.  

Because an alternative is evaluated in the D
EIR

 does not m
ean that alternative w

ill be selected to 

be im
plem

ented. The trail alignm
ent and vehicular entrance described in C

hapter 3 of the EIR
 is 

the proposed project. The EIR
, as revised, also fully analyzed six additional design alternatives to 

the proposed project based on extensive stakeholder input, and included variations on the trail 

alignm
ent, and additional points of public vehicle access and locations of parking lots. The 

C
onservancy had broad discretion to choose w

hich alternatives to study in the D
E

IR
 provided 

there is a reasonable basis.  

The extensive D
EIR

 and P
artially R

evised D
EIR

 process, including the public m
eetings and 

scoping for the project design and its alternatives, and the thorough evaluation of potential 

im
pacts of the proposed project and each of the alternatives, provides sufficient inform

ation to 

foster inform
ed decision m

aking and public participation, as required by C
EQ

A
.   

I-107B
 This com

m
ent states the R

FR
 analysis of different public vehicle routes for the A

lternative 5 and 

its variants did not accurately and consistently apply an analysis of Fresno Fire D
epartm

ent [FFD
] 

policies, including P
olicy 403. The com

m
enter states that if the policies had been consistently 

applied, the route that ended up being fully analyzed in the D
E

IR
 as A

lternative 5 m
ay not have 

been determ
ined to have been the only potentially feasible option. 

D
uring the developm

ent of alternatives in scoping the D
EIR

, the C
onservancy exam

ined the 

potential feasibility of several vehicle routes for public access at Palm
 and N

ees avenues to 

                                                      
2  S

tate C
E

Q
A

 G
uidelines Section 15384 defines substantial evidence to m

ean “…
 enough relevant inform

ation and 
reasonable inferences from

 this inform
ation that a fair argum

ent can be m
ade to support a conclusion, even 

though other conclusions m
ight also be reached.” 

i 
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develop Alternative 5. The R
FR

 evaluated the viability of vehicular access via five potential routes 

(R
outes 5a-5e) starting adjacent to or near the intersection of N

ees and P
alm

 avenues. Each 

route w
as independently evaluated for feasibility in constructing a paved tw

o-w
ay road to provide 

public access to a parking area. Based on the full technical evaluation, the R
FR

 recom
m

ended a 

single route (a hybrid of the R
FR

’s R
oute 5d and R

oute 5e), w
hich w

as further developed and 

analyzed under C
EQ

A as A
lternative 5 in the D

EIR
.  

The constraints analysis based on the R
FR

 and Phase I hazardous m
aterials assessm

ent used 

several criteria to objectively evaluate the strengths and w
eaknesses of each potential route, 

including threats present in the environm
ent. The criteria included em

ergency vehicular 

requirem
ents, geotechnical considerations, environm

ental constraints, and trail com
patibility. The 

R
FR

 exam
ined the road feasibility based on a num

ber of factors including length of road, grade of 

road, w
idth of road, objectives of the project, and constructability.   

The em
ergency vehicular requirem

ents (FFD
 policies), cited by the com

m
enter, w

ere just one of 

the criteria used to evaluate the potential feasibility of each route and w
as not the sole basis for 

elim
inating any route from

 further evaluation in the D
EIR

 as suggested by the com
m

enter. O
ther 

factors, such as significant constraints due to the land use and w
aste disposal history, , risks to 

public health and safety, and environm
ental liabilities, as exam

ined in the P
hase 1 hazardous-

m
aterials site assessm

ent (Appendix F in V
olum

e III of this FE
IR

), and other constraints, w
ere 

also considered to select the route to fully analyze in the D
EIR

. The FFD
 policies w

ere 

consistently applied to all five routes in the scoping evaluation included in the R
FR

. R
outes 5a 

and 5b w
ere found to be inconsistent w

ith FFD
 policies because they required a grade greater 

than 10 percent and a route length greater than the m
axim

um
 length of 450 feet for a single 

access point. W
hereas R

outes 5c, 5d, and 5e w
ere found to be consistent w

ith the FFD
 policies 

because the design required a low
er grade, and provided appropriate em

ergency access. R
outes 

5d and 5e w
ould follow

 the existing G
ravel H

aul R
oad.   

Follow
ing receipt of this com

m
ent letter, the C

onservancy prepared and circulated for review
 a full 

analysis of one of the routes previously elim
inated from

 further exam
ination during this scoping 

process. The previously nam
ed “R

oute 5b” w
as fully exam

ined as “Alternative 5B
” in the Partially 

R
evised D

EIR
. The redesigned option w

as based on new
 inform

ation provided by the C
ity of 

Fresno. S
ee Section 5.11 of the partially R

evised D
EIR

 for that evaluation. As show
n in Figure 

5.11-1, public access under Alternative 5B w
ould occur via a road and trail extension through 

Spano Park at the term
inus of Palm

 Avenue north of its intersection w
ith N

ees Avenue. The 

potential feasibility of this design upon m
ore in-depth review

 is discussed in the P
alm

 Bluffs R
iver 

Access Schem
atic D

esign R
eport conducted by Blair, C

hurch and Flynn (July 2017), Appendix I 

in Volum
e III of this FE

IR
.  

i 
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I-107C
 This com

m
ent states that the D

E
IR

 relies on an incom
plete and inconsistent analysis of

geotechnical requirem
ents because it does not properly apply developm

ent policies of the C
ity of 

Fresno B
luff P

rotection O
verlay D

istrict to the proposed project and alternatives. The com
m

enter 

states the G
eotechnical constraints analysis in the R

oad Feasibility R
eport w

as not consistent for 

each of the alternate routes exam
ined to develop A

lternative 5, and the sam
e geotechnical 

constraints exist for the route selected for A
lternative 5 as the other routes elim

inated from
 

analysis in the D
E

IR
. 

See responses to C
om

m
ents A and B above regarding the role of the R

FR
 during the 

developm
ent of alternatives to be analyzed in the D

EIR
.  

The R
FR

 included an analysis of geotechnical constraints of the grading standards for each of 

potential routes in relation to the B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict. That aspect of each potential 

route w
as just one of several factor used to determ

ine the feasibility of each route and w
hether to 

carry that route forw
ard for full exam

ination as an alternative in the D
EIR

.  See S
ection 5.10 of 

the EIR
 for the explanation of the rationale for elim

inating each of the other routes from
 further 

exam
ination. This inform

ation w
as provided in the D

EIR
 to inform

 the public of the C
onservancy’s 

reasoning for its selection of the route selected for exam
ination as Alternative 5 per State C

EQ
A 

G
uidelines section 15126.6, subsection (c).   

The EIR
, as revised, developed after the R

FR
, also evaluated the consistency of the proposed 

project and each of the alternatives evaluated in the D
EIR

 against the standards contained in 

Section 15-1407 of the C
ityw

ide D
evelopm

ent C
ode (B

luff Protection O
verlay D

istrict), w
hich 

states: “N
o grading or m

odification of the existing landscape or alteration of existing topography 

or construction of any  structures shall be perm
itted on the bluff face or air space above it.”  For 

Alternative 5, the EIR
 states that the State w

ould need to acquire private land and additional 

access easem
ent rights from

 a w
illing seller and through m

utually agreeable term
s. U

nder the 

State’s sovereign authority, the Bluff Protection D
istrict w

ould not apply to future developm
ent of 

Alternative 5 on State lands; how
ever, under the condition the Alternative 5 access im

provem
ents 

w
ould be im

plem
ented under the ow

nership of a public agency other than the State, the B
luff 

Protection O
verlay D

istrict requirem
ents w

ould apply. The agency w
ould need to perform

 the 

required geological studies and possibly secure a variance for the im
provem

ents.       

I-107D
 This com

m
ent asserts the D

E
IR

 relies on an inconsistent analysis of the location and hazards of

the landfill sites for A
lternative 5 and the various routes initially evaluated. 

Please see response to C
om

m
ents A, B, and C

 above for an explanation of the scoping 

process and the use of a Phase I hazardous m
aterials assessm

ent as w
ell as the R

FR
 analysis 

i 
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to elim
inate various routes for an entrance at Palm

 and N
ees from

 further evaluation in the D
EIR

, 

and the subsequent full evaluation of the form
er R

oute 5b as Alternative 5B in the Partially 

R
evised D

EIR
. 

Based on a full Phase I H
azardous M

aterials and W
aste assessm

ent (Appendix F in Volum
e III of 

this FEIR
), the D

EIR
 disclosed the presence of landfill sites at sufficient level of detail to 

determ
ine reasonably foreseeable hazards to health and safety for the proposed project and the 

alternatives evaluated in the EIR
, including A

lternative 5. Figure 5-8 of the D
EIR

 depicts the 

approxim
ate location of the various disposal sites as they w

ere know
n based on data provided in 

the Phase I assessm
ent.  

Subsequent to release of the D
EIR

, the C
onservancy, w

orking w
ith the C

ity of Fresno, contracted 

w
ith the Blair, C

hurch and Flynn to perform
 a detailed feasibility study and prelim

inary 

engineering for Alternative 5B. As part of that report, soil borings w
ere taken to refine the location 

and extent of landfill w
aste at that potential project site. See A

ppendix I in V
olum

e III of this FEIR
 

for the P
alm

 B
luffs R

iver A
ccess S

chem
atic D

esign R
eport.  

In the P
artially R

evised D
EIR

, the m
itigation m

easure for Alternative 5 w
as revised under the 

H
azardous and H

azardous M
aterials section. The analysis of Alternative 5 and 5B are consistent 

in term
s of evaluating the hazards associated w

ith the sites as a form
er landfill area and they 

each include the sam
e recom

m
ended m

itigation m
easures. The m

itigation m
easures 

recom
m

ended for Alternatives 5 and 5B require preparation of Phase II Environm
ental S

ite 

Assessm
ent by a licensed environm

ental professional conducted to standards set by the A
STM

 

(ASTM
 E1903-11). A

lso, a post closure plan m
ust be prepared and im

plem
ented before the 

C
onservancy acquires the land for each of those alternatives. C

ontrary to the com
m

enter’s 

assertions, the evaluation of the lim
itations and m

itigation requirem
ents based on the potential 

hazards of the form
er landfill site w

ere consistent for the alternatives evaluated in the E
IR

 that 

involved those landfill areas (Alternatives 5 and 5B).  

I-107E
 This com

m
ent states the R

FR
 incorrectly finds the route ultim

ately evaluated as A
lternative 5 in

the D
E

IR
 as the only route com

patible w
ith the objectives for the proposed project. 

S
ee response to C

om
m

ents A, B, and C
 above regarding the role of the R

FR
 during the 

developm
ent of alternatives to be evaluated in the D

EIR
 and the role of an alternatives analysis in 

an E
IR

. The R
FR

 provided a prelim
inary evaluation of each route’s com

patibility w
ith the potential 

developm
ent of a trail for each of the five potential routes, and identified different trail 

com
patibility constraints for each based on the different design and locations. S

ince the design 

and location of each of the routes w
ere different, the com

patibility conclusions differed; they could 

i 
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not be evaluated in exactly the sam
e m

anner as requested by the com
m

enter. The trail 

com
patibility inform

ation provided in the report w
as only one of several factors that ultim

ately 

affected the decision to carry forw
ard one particular route for full evaluation in the initial D

EIR
.  

I-107F 
This com

m
ent suggests the R

FR
 analysis of trail com

patibility for the route ultim
ately carried

forw
ard for evaluation as A

lternative 5 does not properly address parking-related im
pacts and 

fails to propose m
itigation m

easures for im
pacts the com

m
enter asserts w

ould occur on his 

client’s land.  

Please see response to C
om

m
ents A, B, and C

 above regarding the role of the R
FR

 during the 

scoping process to select a route for full evaluation as Alternative 5 in the D
EIR

. The cited section 

in the R
FR

 regarding the prelim
inary trail com

patibility evaluation of that route w
as just one of the 

constraints criteria used to select w
hich route to fully study in the D

EIR
. There w

as no 

requirem
ent for the R

FR
 to propose m

itigation m
easures as it is not evaluating environm

ental 

im
pacts or m

aking significance conclusions, w
hich is the role of the D

E
IR

. It sim
ply provided 

inform
ation as a part of the scoping process on potential constraints for each of the routes 

evaluated, in order to consider one of the routes for study in the D
EIR

.  

This is separate and distinct evaluation from
 the C

EQ
A

 traffic analysis conducted for the EIR
 for 

the proposed project and each of the alternatives evaluated in the D
EIR

, w
hich w

as developed 

after the R
FR

 and is based on different criteria. The EIR
 fully evaluated the traffic im

pacts of the 

proposed project (see C
hapter 3 of the EIR

) and each of the alternatives, including A
lternative 5, 

evaluated in the EIR
 (see C

hapter 5 of the EIR
). S

ee the traffic analysis for Alternative 5 is at 

section 5.10.17 in the D
EIR

. N
othing in that section contradicts the inform

ation provided in the 

R
FR

 nor does it rely up on the R
FR

.  

I-107G
 This com

m
ent states the R

FR
 m

isconstrues the lim
itations of a public access easem

ent related to

R
oute 5d and that this led to a faulty conclusion of feasibility of this route. 

See responses to C
om

m
ents I-107A through I-107F above for inform

ation on role of the R
FR

 and 

alternatives selection process for the D
EIR

. The private ow
nership of lands on w

hich the various 

routes evaluated in the R
FR

, and the private ow
ners’ plans for those lands, w

as just one of 

several criteria evaluated in the R
FR

. The R
FR

 does not m
isconstrue the easem

ent issues 

related to R
oute 5d, w

hich w
as ultim

ately selected for evaluation as Alternative 5 in the D
EIR

. It 

states: 

Although the land is privately ow
ned, State and local agencies have certain lim

ited public access 

easem
ents on these roads. C

onstraints associated w
ith the private landow

ner’s plans for future 

im
provem

ent w
ould conflict w

ith the alignm
ent for this route. The public access easem

ents w
ould 

i 
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need to be broadened to accom
m

odate visitor access. Therefore, R
oute 5d is constrained and 

m
ay be feasible. 

C
ontrary to the com

m
enter’s statem

ents, this section in the R
FR

 acknow
ledges there are 

lim
itations on the public easem

ent on those lands. A
lthough all the details of those restrictions are 

not detailed to the degree noted by the com
m

enter, this inform
ation w

as sufficient for purposes of 

the constraints analysis in the R
FR

, w
hich helped inform

 w
hich route to fully study in the EIR

 as 

potentially feasible. The D
E

IR
 also provided inform

ation about the private ow
nership of certain 

lands affected by Alternative 5 under both the E
nvironm

ental Setting section (see Table 5.10-2) 

and Land-U
se (Section 5.10-11) for that alternative in C

hapter 5.  

C
EQ

A requires an EIR
 to exam

ine the physical environm
ental effects of a project on the 

environm
ent. The details about the lim

ited access associated w
ith the Park Place Easem

ent are 

not directly relevant to evaluation of environm
ental im

pacts of this alternative, w
hich is focus of an 

EIR
 analysis. R

ather it represents other constraints and hurdles that m
ay im

pact the ability to fully 

carry out this alternative and could be relevant to an ultim
ate finding regarding the feasibility of 

this alternative. Therefore, no m
ore inform

ation about the easem
ent restrictions w

as required in 

the EIR
.   

I-107 H
 This com

m
ent states the project description in the D

E
IR

 does not m
eet C

E
Q

A
’s requirem

ents

because it does not m
ake reference to privately ow

ned lands associated w
ith A

lternative 5. 

The D
EIR

 provides a description of the proposed project that fully m
eets the requirem

ents of 

C
EQ

A. (See State C
EQ

A G
uidelines Section 15124.) The inform

ation in C
hapter 2 of the D

EIR
 is 

sufficient for evaluation and review
 of the environm

ental im
pacts of the proposed project. 

C
om

ponents of the description included in C
hapter 2 are:  

(a)
The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project.

(b)
A statem

ent of the objectives sought by the proposed project.

(c)
A general description of the project’s technical, econom

ic, and environm
ental

characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting public

service facilities.

(d)
A statem

ent briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR
.

Som
e of the pages referenced by the com

m
enter are to the Executive Sum

m
ary (C

hapter 1), 

w
hich provides only a sum

m
ary of the project description. The full project description is provided 

in C
hapter 2. Alternative 5 is not part of the proposed project, but rather is an alternative to the 

proposed project developed consistent w
ith Section 15126.6(f)(2)(a) of the State C

EQ
A 

i 
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G
uidelines. Therefore, C

hapter 2 should not include a description of lands involved w
ith 

Alternative 5. The description of A
lternative 5 and other alternatives evaluated in the D

EIR
 is 

provided C
hapter 5. See responses to C

om
m

ent A above regarding the purposes and scope of 

an alternatives analysis, w
hich is distinct from

 the description and analysis of the proposed 

project.   

I-107I 
This com

m
ent asserts that C

hapter 2 of the E
IR

 fails to disclose areas of public controversy

related to A
lternative 5, specifically related to existing landfill and hazardous m

aterials. It also 

states the E
IR

 does not list as an intended use of the E
IR

 that it is for a “discretionary” approval 

and requests revisions to the E
IR

 to address these issues. 

See response to C
om

m
ent H

 above regarding the purpose of C
hapter 2 and how

 that differs from
 

C
hapter 5. The D

EIR
 acknow

ledges on page 2-23 that public safety and nuisance activities are 

an area of public controversy. Im
pacts to public services, including fire protection and law

 

enforcem
ent for the proposed project, are evaluated in Section 3.15, “Public S

ervices,” of the 

D
EIR

 (see Volum
e I of this FEIR

). As explained above, Alternative 5 is described and evaluated 

separately in C
hapter 5 because it is not the proposed project, but rather an alternative to the 

proposed project. Section 5.10 of the D
E

IR
 provides a thorough description of this alternative, 

including m
aps of landfill areas, and evaluates the potential exposure to hazardous m

aterials 

under section 5.10.9. The Partially R
evised D

EIR
 revised the m

itigation m
easures in section 

5.10.9 to clarify the requirem
ents to be consistent w

ith the expanded evaluation of Alternative 5B. 

Also, the EIR
 does explain that the purpose of the EIR

 is to provide inform
ation necessary for an 

approval of a discretionary project. See page 1-1 in C
hapter 1 and S

ection 2.9 in C
hapter 2. N

o 

revisions to the EIR
 are required based on this com

m
ent.  

I-107J 
A

lternative 5 does not m
eet the purposes of C

E
Q

A
 as it does not avoid or lessen any of the

project’s significant effects. 

See response to C
om

m
ents A and B

, above, for detailed discussion about the selection and 

evaluation of alternatives. Alternative 5 w
ould provide m

ore convenient vehicle access to 

residents of the Fresno M
etropolitan area, including disadvantaged com

m
unities. See Table 5.12-

1 as revised in the Partially R
evised D

EIR
 circulated for public com

m
ent after receipt of this letter 

for a com
parative evaluation of Alternative 5 and other alternatives against the proposed project.  

The EIR
, as revised, fully evaluated six action alternatives to the proposed project that included 

variations on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicle access, and location of parking lots.  Included 

are three alternatives that could increase opportunities for access by providing additional 

convenient vehicle access points for residents of the Fresno m
etropolitan area, including 

i 
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disadvantaged com
m

unities. The C
onservancy’s selection of these alternatives w

as inform
ed by 

extensive input from
 the general public, organizations and businesses, and public agencies. 

Specifically, concerns w
ere raised that lim

iting vehicular access to one entrance at P
errin 

Avenue, as described for the proposed project, lim
ited access for residents on the Fresno side of 

the R
iver because it required additional m

iles of travel north on SR
 41. S

everal com
m

enters 

stated the additional travel required w
ould create a barrier to access for disadvantaged 

com
m

unities in the Fresno area. See com
m

ent Letters O
-1 through O

-8 and the responses to 

each of those letters for m
ore inform

ation about this concern.  

See the revised Section 4.2, Environm
ental Justice C

onsiderations, circulated for public review
 as 

part of the Partially R
evised D

EIR
 for m

ore inform
ation regarding the revised analysis of this 

access issue.  

Ensuring accessibility to the R
iver is a project objective, consistent w

ith the C
onservancy’s San 

Joaquin R
iver P

arkw
ay M

aster Plan, and part of the statutory m
ission of the C

onservancy. PR
C

 

Section 32510 states: 

The San Joaquin R
iver C

onservancy is hereby established in the R
esources Agency to acquire 

and m
anage public lands w

ithin the San Joaquin R
iver Parkw

ay, w
hich shall consist of the S

an 

Joaquin R
iver and approxim

ately 5,900 acres on both sides of the R
iver betw

een Friant D
am

 and 

the H
ighw

ay 99 crossing. …
 The conservancy shall acquire and m

anage these lands in the 

parkw
ay to provide a harm

onious com
bination of low

-im
pact recreational and educational uses 

and w
ildlife protection through the preservation of the San Joaquin R

iver, existing publicly ow
ned 

lands, the w
ildlife corridor, and natural reserves.  

This objective is also driven by the San Joaquin P
arkw

ay M
aster Plan G

oal R
A2: Provide 

recreational and educational opportunities to all segm
ents of the population. 

The EIR
 concluded that, although the additional entrances (as exam

ined in Alternatives 1, 5, and 

5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access, these alternatives require additional 

m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project, and each involve 

additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy. S

ee responses to 

com
m

ent Letter O
-1.  

Although an EIR
 should focus on alternatives that w

ill reduce or avoid environm
ental im

pacts, the 

Lead Agency is not precluded from
 also presenting alternatives that w

ill provide greater project 

benefits. (See e.g. V
illage Laguna of Laguna B

each, Inc. v. B
oard of S

upervisors (1982) 134 

C
al.App.3d 1022, 1028 [alternatives analysis that included evaluation of a “high density” 

alternative upheld as providing a reasonable range of alternatives].) Therefore, the C
onservancy 

i 
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w
as not prohibited by C

EQ
A from

 evaluating alternatives that could provide greater access, and 

thereby greater project benefits, and better achieve the objectives of the project and policies of 

the C
onservancy. B

y including a large num
ber of alternatives, and fully evaluating the 

environm
ental im

pacts of each, the EIR
 provides sufficient inform

ation to allow
 the decision-

m
akers to m

ake an inform
ed decision about providing additional access opportunities w

hile 

balancing the environm
ental im

pacts. 

I-107K
 This com

m
ent suggests A

lternative 5 does not m
eet project objectives.

See response to C
om

m
ents I-107A

 through I-107J, above, for detailed discussion behind the 

selection and evaluation of alternatives, including the revised analysis of access to the project site 

evaluated in the P
artially R

evised D
EIR

, A
lternatives 1, 5, and 5B.   

I-107L 
This com

m
ent states that environm

ental justice goals are not to be considered under C
E

Q
A

.

See response to C
om

m
ent I-107J above. Based on the scoping process, the EIR

 included an 

evaluation of how
 w

ell the proposed project w
ould provide access to residents of the city of 

Fresno and M
adera C

ounty, and m
ore specifically, access for disadvantaged com

m
unities.  

The partially revised D
EIR

, circulated for public review
 after receipt of this com

m
ent, revised 

Section 4.2 to clarify and distinguish the analysis of potential disproportionate and adverse 

environm
ental effects from

 potential disproportionate levels of benefits of the project (access 

issue), w
hich is a socioeconom

ic consideration. P
lease see the revised analysis in Section 4.2. 

The revised analysis found the proposed project does not have the potential to result in a 

disproportionately high and adverse environm
ental effect on disadvantaged com

m
unities. It also 

found that, although the proposed project im
proves existing public access to the R

iver by 

providing a trail extension and a safe off-road parking area off the Perrin A
venue alignm

ent for up 

to 50 vehicles w
ith public am

enities, the single public access point m
ay result in less convenient 

access to the project’s benefits for residents of disadvantaged com
m

unities traveling from
 

Fresno. The analysis of alternatives exam
ined options for increasing opportunities for access by 

providing additional convenient vehicle access points for residents of the Fresno m
etropolitan 

area, including disadvantaged com
m

unities. See also responses to com
m

ent Letters O
-1 and O

-

5. 

I-107M
 this com

m
ent states that all public access rights w

ill cease along private access road (gravel haul

road) w
ith selection of the proposed project; that im

plem
entation of A

lternative 5 w
ill require 

public condem
nation and result in trem

endous costs; and that the E
IR

 does not explain the 

im
pact of the proposed project on the public access provided by the P

ark P
lace E

asem
ent. 

i 
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See response to C
om

m
ent I07-G

 above regarding the easem
ent issue. See also responses to 

C
om

m
ents I-107A and I-107B regarding C

EQ
A’s requirem

ents for an alternatives analysis and 

the selection of A
lternative 5 for evaluation as a potentially feasible alternative. An alternative 

need only be potentially feasible to be considered for evaluation in the E
IR

. (S
ee State C

EQ
A 

G
uidelines Section 15126.6(a).) Issues such as ability and costs to acquire land or access 

easem
ents required for an alternative are legitim

ate considerations for the decision m
akers to 

evaluate w
hen deliberating on the m

erits of the project or one of its alternatives, and the feasibility 

of the alternatives. (S
ee State C

EQ
A G

uidelines Section 15091(a)(3).)  

As noted by the com
m

enter, and recognized in the EIR
, the existing Park Place Easem

ent 

provides for access equivalent to that provided at R
iverview

 D
rive. The proposed project w

ould 

provide for bicycle and pedestrian access to the proposed project at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. U
nder 

the proposed project the term
s and conditions of the P

ark Place Easem
ent w

ould rem
ain 

unchanged. The gate on the private road on w
hich the Park Place Easem

ent is located is often 

locked, precluding vehicles from
 entering this inform

al R
iver access area. This condition w

ould 

rem
ain unchanged under the proposed project. The C

onservancy does not have, and therefore 

cannot exercise, pow
ers of em

inent dom
ain. As acknow

ledged in the EIR
, if A

lternative 5 w
ere 

approved, im
plem

entation w
ould require acquiring lands and/or access easem

ents rights on 

m
utually agreeable term

s through negotiations w
ith w

illing sellers.     

I-107N
 This com

m
ent asserts the E

IR
 fails to adequately analyze the proposed project’s blight im

pacts.

This com
m

ent states that providing access to the R
iver w

ould necessarily introduce im
pacts 

associated w
ith increased trespass parking, vandals, vagrants, hom

eless encam
pm

ents, and fire 

risk. The project is an extension of the existing Lew
is S

. Eaton Trail, and upon im
plem

entation the 

proposed project w
ould establish visitor access to and m

anagem
ent of the R

iver W
est project 

area. C
ontrary to the com

m
enter’s assertions, the EIR

 did fully evaluate all environm
ental im

pacts 

associated w
ith increased hum

an activity near the R
iver and im

poses m
itigation m

easures to 

avoid potential im
pacts that the com

m
enter raises. S

ee for exam
ple, M

itigation M
easure H

azards 

and H
azardous M

aterials-4 that states:  

Signage containing the follow
ing or equally effective language shall be placed at all trail access 

points:  

W
ildland fires destroy habitat and can threaten lives and structures—

be fire safe! The follow
ing 

prohibitions apply throughout the trail area:  

(a)
N

o open fires, cam
pfires, or firew

orks.

i 
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(b)
N

o burning of any trash, vegetation, brush, stum
ps, logs, fallen tim

ber, or any other

flam
m

able m
aterial.

(c)
Portable barbecues or grills m

ay not be used.

(d)
N

o sm
oking

See also Section 3.15, “P
ublic Services,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. As discussed in Section 3.15, 

the proposed project w
ould enhance access to the R

iver for fire response, law
 enforcem

ent and 

em
ergency services by providing additional vehicle access at the Perrin entrance, W

. R
iverview

 

D
r., and along the trail. The project site is w

ithin an existing response boundary and operation 

w
ould not hinder response tim

es by em
ergency personnel.  

See Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 

for a description of the project’s operational characteristics. The trail incorporates features 

including fencing and setbacks to keep travelers on the trail surfaces and protect sensitive 

resources. Before opening the site to the public, regulations w
ill be developed for project 

operation, including prohibitions on cam
ping, open fires, sm

oking, dogs off-leash, and other 

m
easures to protect public health and safety. Therefore, the project w

ould not result in 

neighborhood blight as suggested in this com
m

ent. 

I-107O
 This com

m
ent states m

itigation is required to ensure that the operational and m
aintenance

program
s associated w

ith the project are adequately funded. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-107N

. In accordance w
ith State law

 and policies, project planning 

m
ay occur; how

ever, the project im
provem

ents, including any approved alternatives, m
ay not be 

constructed until adequate long-term
 operations and m

aintenance resources are secured. The 

San Joaquin R
iver C

onservancy Act requires that the C
onservancy close to the public any of its 

lands or facilities that it is unable to m
aintain in a clean and safe m

anner, and adequately protect 

w
ildlife and rights of adjacent property ow

ners from
 the public (P

R
C

 Section 32511). These 

lim
itations are also consistent w

ith the C
ity G

eneral Plan policies, since “full developm
ent,” that is, 

construction, w
ill not occur until sustainable funding is developed.  

I-107P
 This com

m
ent suggests the D

E
IR

 should be recirculated to address “significant new
 inform

ation.”

The C
onservancy prepared a P

artially R
evised D

EIR
 and circulated it for a 45 public review

 

period to address new
 inform

ation follow
ing receipt of this com

m
ent letter. See responses to 

C
om

m
ents 1 and 2 for inform

ation about that additional analysis. N
one of the com

m
ents raised 

in this letter require any additional revisions to the EIR
 (as revised by the Partially R

evised 

D
EIR

) and no recirculation is required under PR
C

 Section 21092.1.   

i 
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LETTER I-108: 
Bruce A. Roberts, April 13, 2017 

A:COM 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Melinda: 

Bruce A Roberts < baroberts@mail.fresnostate.edu > 
Thursday, Apri l 13, 2017 2:15 PM 
Meli nda Marks 
Comments on DEIR 
Letter SJRC Draft ElR.pdf 

Please fmd the attached fi le with my collllllents. 

Thank you, 

Bmc Roberts 

1-108 

A 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

 Page 2.3-569 

 

A:COM 

Bruce A. Roberts 

5634 West River Bottom Avenue 

Fresno, CA 93722 

April 13, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm w rit ing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus on 

how access wil l be provided to the project site. 

I support the approval of Alternative 5 the Palm/Nees Access. This access point is more 

convenient than the Madera (No. 1) access and would utilize existing public streets and 

historical use patterns. This access point would significantly reduce automobile emissions 

from the increased travel distance to the Madera site. If there is sufficient need for another 

Madera County access, then include the Perrin Avenue option. 

I do not support the further development of the Riverview Drive access, Alternative 1. This 

access point already exists with limited parking and public entrance. I do not support the 

increased traffic through a residential neighborhood even on public streets. These streets 

were designed for residential traffic where the Plalm/Neese avenues are designed for heaver 

traffic flow. My rational is based on minimizing traffic flow and road m iles to access points. I 

also respect a residential neighborhood rights to avoid unplanned for traffic. 

At the Pinedale meeting, I was surprised there was no information on the cost estimations 

for the alternatives. Even a gross "saddle back" estimate wou ld have been helpful in making 

practical decisions. I understand the SJRC Board would not necessarily be deciding on the 

lowest cost alternative, however having some idea of differences would be helpful in 

deciding between achievable options. 

In the future, both options may be needed to accommodate the public access to the San 

Joaquin River Pa rkway. Therefore, I encou rage the Conservancy Board of Directors to 

approve the DERI with the Palm/Nees Access, Alternative 5, and the Perrin Avenue/Madera 

Co. options. By including the two access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible fro 

Madera County on the 

A 
(cont) 

B 

C 

D 
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A:COM 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

Page 2 

Apri l 13, 2017 

Old Highway 41, and Pa lm and Nees, in t ime, people throughout the Fresno-Made ra 

Metropolitan Re g·1on wil I both have equitable access to San Joaq uin River. 

Since re ly, 

Bruce A. Roberts 

D 
(cont) 
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Letter 
I-108 

R
esponse 

B
ruce A

. R
oberts 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-108A
 The com

m
ent states support for A

lternative 5 because com
m

enter believes it is m
ore convenient 

and w
ill reduce autom

obile em
issions com

pared to increased travel to M
adera site. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. S
ee Section 3.4 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for inform
ation on the air quality analysis for the proposed project. The 

analysis concluded construction and operation of the project w
ould not result in pollutant levels 

that w
ould exceed the criteria pollutant thresholds established by San Joaquin Valley A

ir P
ollution 

C
ontrol D

istrict (SJV
AP

C
D

). The project w
ould com

ply w
ith all relevant SJV

A
PC

D
 rules for the 

criteria pollutant em
issions associated w

ith project operations. Additionally, the project’s 

construction-related and operational em
issions w

ould not result in a cum
ulatively considerable 

net increase for any criteria pollutant for w
hich SJVA

P
C

D
 is in nonattainm

ent under the 

applicable national am
bient air quality standards (N

AA
Q

S) or C
alifornia am

bient air quality 

standards (C
AAQ

S).  

See Section 5.10 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. A
lternative 5 w

ould reduce VM
T by each visitor to the 

project area from
 the Fresno m

etropolitan area; how
ever, the analysis found that total operational 

em
issions w

ould be greater overall because public vehicle access and parking w
ould increase 

and becom
e m

ore convenient resulting in overall higher VM
T. Additionally, Alternative 5 requires 

acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and requires 

additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. 

I-108B
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because in the com
m

enter’s view
, it results in 

increased traffic on streets designed for residential use com
pared to P

alm
 and N

ees avenues, 

designed for heavier traffic. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. S
ee the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, w
hich concluded 

that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. 

vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents 

identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1-Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires 

approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these 

im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented since they are controlled by another agency, this im

pact w
ould 

be significant and unavoidable. S
im

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay segm
ents under 

i 
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Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an 

acceptable LO
S. 

I-108C
 The com

m
ent asks about including cost estim

ates for the alternatives w
hen deciding betw

een 

options. 

U
nder Section 15131 of the State C

EQ
A G

uidelines, econom
ic and social im

pacts are not 

considered as significant environm
ental effects and therefore, there is no cost inform

ation 

included in the EIR
. The C

onservancy Board m
ay consider costs of each option w

hen 

deliberating on the project at a future public m
eeting. This com

m
ent does not identify any specific 

issues related to the adequacy of the EIR
 analysis; no further response is required. 

I-108-D
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 5, inclusive of the entrance at P
errin A

venue. 

Alternative 5 and the other access alternatives evaluated in the E
IR

 are inclusive of the features 

of the proposed project, including the entrance at the P
errin A

venue alignm
ent. The com

m
enter’s 

support for A
lternative 5 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. 

 
 

i 
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LETTER I-109: 
Bonnie Rooney, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-109 

April 13. 2017 

Melinda Mark , Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Bonnie Rooney 

239 W. Bluff Ave. 

Fresno. CA 937 I I 
559-287-6127 
rooney559@comcast net 

As the time draws near for the an Joaquin River Conservancy to make a decision about where 
Lu make the San Joaquin Ri er accessible to the general public, 1 would like to express my 
opinion. For years, I have been very supporti e of the Conservancy's plans to develop a path 
along the San Joaquin River, much like the one along the American River in Sacramento. 
Having a maintained trail system along the river would be an invaluable asset lo the community. 

After reviewing the possible access points, I have determined that the Palm/Nees area would be 
the best for the community. It is the easiest area to expand into appropriate parking and is 
already a commercial area. It is also the closest access point to the river itself. making it more 
desirable for people wanting lo bring recreational equipment and for those with disabilities. 
Because the Palm/Nees area is already a commercial area, the infrastructure is already in place. 
thus reducing expenses. It has also been identified by the City as being the most logical and 
practical access point. and it has already been adopted in 2014 in the 2035 General Plan. 
Additionally, developing the Palm/Nees area as the acces point would not have a negative 

impact on the surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

A 

B 

The Hwy 41 bridge area would also be an appropriate area to develop as an access point to the I 
river. There is plenty of room there to accommodate more vehicles, and it would be a cormectio C 
point to Madera. 

The Palm/Nees area is the ideal location to develop an access area to U1e San Joaquin River. 
When the river project is completed, the Fresno community , ill have a unique, natural 
recreational area to enjoy, and it will make Fresno a more desirable community in which to live. 

Sincerely. 

Bonnie Rooney 

D 
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Letter 
I-109 

R
esponse 

B
onnie R

ooney 
A

pril 13, 2017 

I-109A
 The com

m
ent states support for the C

onservancy plan to develop a path along the S
an Joaquin 

R
iver because a m

aintained trail system
 along the R

iver w
ould be an invaluable asset to the 

com
m

unity.  

This com
m

ent does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR
 analysis; 

no further response is required. 

I-109B
 The com

m
ent expresses support for access at P

alm
/N

ees because com
m

enter believes it is 

easier to expand parking in com
m

ercial area, closest to the R
iver for people w

ith recreational 

equipm
ent and those w

ith disabilities, is identified in the C
ity’s 2035 G

P
, and w

ould not have 

negative im
pacts on surrounding residential neighborhoods.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. A
lternative 5, Palm

 

and N
ees Access, w

as analyzed in S
ection 5.10 in the EIR

. The analysis found it requires 

acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and requires 

additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. See also the 

FEIR
 Section 5.11 for inform

ation about the addition of Alternative 5B. A
lternative 5B includes an 

additional public vehicle entrance, and public access to the trail extension through Spano Park, at 

the term
inus of Palm

 Ave. north of its intersection w
ith N

ees A
ve., and parking for 40 vehicles on 

the floodplain. H
ow

ever, the analysis found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures 

beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno B
luff 

Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials 

associated w
ith operation of a form

er landfill, and w
ould require the acquisition of private land 

from
 a w

illing seller. 

I-109C
 The com

m
ent states access at S

R
 41 bridge area is also an appropriate area because of room

 to 

accom
m

odate m
ore vehicles and connection point to M

adera. 

The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is 

provided at four locations: Perrin A
ve., Spano P

ark, and the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. and C
hurchill A

ve. 

entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w

ould be at the Perrin A
venue 

undercrossing of SR
 41. Alternative 5 and the other access alternatives evaluated in the EIR

 are 

inclusive of the features of the proposed project, including the entrance at the Perrin A
venue 

alignm
ent.  

i 
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I-109D
 The com

m
ent reiterates support for access at P

alm
/N

ees area. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-109B. 

 
 

i 
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LETTER I-110: 
Sue Seiden, April 13, 2017 

 
 

A:COM 

from: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 13, 2017 

mrseid• n@cgrnrast oot 
Melinda Maris 
River· West Fresno Eaten Trai l Exti,ns<>n DEIR 
Thursday, Ap-il n , 201710:05:21 PM 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
Sah Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Tra11 Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

1-110 

I'm writing to ask the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the DEIR with 
access points that will equitably benefit everyone in the Madera-Fresno-Metropolitan 
Region 

As you are aware, these three access points are : 

1, 1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2. 2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3 . 3_ Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

Thank you for considering my request. 

Sihcerely, 

Sue Seiden 
Fresno, CA 

A 
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P
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Letter 
I-110 

R
esponse 

Sue Seiden 
A

pril 13, 2017 

I-110A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for equitable access and for three access points at P

errin 

A
ve./S

R
 41 undercrossing, W

. R
iverview

 D
r. as evaluated under A

lternative 1, and P
alm

/N
ees as 

evaluated under A
lternative 5.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at P
errin Ave (proposed 

project), W
. R

iverview
 D

r. (Alternative 1), and at Palm
/N

ees (A
lternative 5) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle 

access is provided at four locations: P
errin Ave., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and 

C
hurchill A

ve. entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin 

Avenue undercrossing of S
R

 41.  See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for inform
ation about 

environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including equitable access to the 

project area. The EIR
 also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that 

could provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater 

equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as 

exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people 

traveling from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These 

alternatives also require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the 

C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a 

com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy Board w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to 

inform
 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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LETTER I-111: 
Tom Thomas, April 13, 2017 

 
 

A:COM 

1-111 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Melinda 

Toro IbQQ"las: 
Mello@ r1ar:ks 
lewis S. futon Trail / San J;,aquin River Trai l k= 
Thursdai, April 13; 2017 7:J9:03 PM 

I have been invo lved for many years on San Joaquin River projects. Lost Lake, Hal loli'lell 

Ranch, Eaton Property, Spano Property, River Buddies. Pashayan ,Park and the Fish Hatchery. 

Many of these have been done through my East Fvesno Kiwanis Group and some just as a 

vo lunteer. I also own fand on the River at Gravelly Ford . It is my desire to see public access 

to the River at as many locations as possible. I particular ly would like to see access provided 

for fo;hing, small boats, canoes, kayaks and picn icking . A t rail that courses next to the river, 

with access to the river Itself would best serve the public. I would encourage you to support 

Alternative 3 as the best choice for the extension. There are hundreds of acres set aside 

Without access, as it shollld be, but the public needs their access to some these areas as 

well . Please work for giving the public as much access as possible with the River Trai l. 

Thank you for your work at the Conservancy. 

Tom Thomas thomasfarm@msn.com 

A 
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Letter 
I-111 

R
esponse 

Tom
 Thom

as 
A

pril 13, 2017 

I-111A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for public access at as m

any locations as possible, particularly 

for fishing, picnicking, and w
atercraft, and a trail that courses next to the R

iver, and states support 

for A
lternative 3. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 and m
ultiple points of access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project .The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle 

access is provided at four locations: P
errin Ave., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and 

C
hurchill A

ve. entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin 

Avenue undercrossing of S
R

 41. The proposed project includes pedestrian trails to the R
iver’s 

edge. In Alternative 3, the trail extension w
ould be aligned closer to the R

iver’s edge in the m
ore 

southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the 

northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. H

ow
ever, Alternative 3 requires additional m

itigation 

m
easures beyond those of the proposed project and this trail alignm

ent conflicts w
ith policies of 

the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan (see S

ection 5.8 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). 
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LETTER I-112: 
Bert and Edith Tribbey, April 13, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Janah Wright 

From: 

Sent 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear s Marks : 

Bert Tribbey <bertt@mail.fresnostate.edu > 
Thursday, April 13, 2017 5:57 PM 
Melinda Marks 
sweaver@riverparkway.org; David Grubbs 
River West DEIR Comments 
River West DEIR Comments - Tribbey.pdf 

1-112 

Attached is a letter containing our comments on the River West DEIR. 'I11e essence of the letter is lo add our A 
strong support for multiple acce s points to the River West project, particularly with emphasis on the addition o. 
Alternative 1 (Riverview Drive) access as essential to the project's foture value to the region. At minimum, 
vehicle access both there and at the Perrin Avenue Underpass is critically important. To us, it is the only 
rational way to produce an area that really serves the people in our region. 

Thanks for considering our comments, and best wishes, 

Bert & Edith Tribbey 
26077 Pittman Hill Rd 
Clovis, CA 93619 
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A:COM 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. arks: 

April 12, 2017 

We are so pleased that the River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension project DEIR is being 

considered for approval. This project is sorely needed for a metropolitan area so poorly served 

with areas oftl1 is type. [ts present and future importance to tJ1e region demands tl1at tJ1 project 

be done correctly because the stakes are so high. 
It is for that reason that we want to comment on access to the project site and parking at 

the project site. Unless both of those aspects are done correctly, any benefit of the project will 

be greatly minimized. 

We strongly support convenient and equitable vehicle access for all people in the area 

served by the project, and sufficient on-site parking for those using the project. To accomplish 

tliis, we urge the Con ' ervancy Board of Directors to approve the projec site by including all 

three potential access points identified in tl1e project, specifically: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview 0,ive Access evaluated as Alternative l 

3. Palm ees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

Of those, the most critically important to us is Alternative I. Failing to include 

convenient project access on the Fresno side of the project would be a blunder that must not be 

made. Coupled with tl1e Perrin A venue Undercrossing, tJ,ese entrances would meet access needs 

equitably. Omitting either would badly underserve a very large number of people. To us, the 

only rational approach would be to provide both of those access points at minimum, with the 

Palm & ees entrance added when feasible. 

We would like to thank the San Joaquin River Parkway for providing helpful materials on 

the project, and the importance of getting it approved correctly. 

Thank you for your consideration oftliese comments. 

Sincerely, 

Bert and dith Tribbey 

26077 Pittman Hill Rd 
Clovis, CA 93619 

A 
(cont) 
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Letter 
I-111 

R
esponse 

B
ert and Edith Tribbey 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-112A
 The com

m
ent states support for m

ultiple access points (P
errin A

ve./S
R

 41 underpass, W
. 

R
iverview

 D
r. evaluated as A

lternative 1, P
alm

/N
ess evaluated as A

lternative 5) to the project for 

equitable access and am
ple parking for the entire region, w

ith A
lternative 1, at a m

inim
um

, and 

P
alm

/N
ees added w

hen feasible. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at P
errin Ave (proposed 

project), W
. R

iverview
 D

r. (Alternative 1) and at Palm
/N

ees (A
lternative 5) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle 

access is provided at four locations: P
errin Ave., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and 

C
hurchill A

ve. entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin 

Avenue undercrossing of S
R

 41.  See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for inform
ation about 

environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including equitable access to the 

project area. The EIR
 also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that 

could provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater 

equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as 

exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people 

traveling from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These 

alternatives also require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the 

C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a 

com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy Board w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to 

inform
 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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LETTER I-113: 
Cliff Tutelian, April 13, 2017 

 
 

A:COM 

◄ 

TUTELIAN 

April 13, 2017 

Councilman Steve Brandau 
Fresno City Hall 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Supervisor Andreas Borgeas 
2281 Tulare Street #301 
Hall of Records 
Fresno, CA 93721-2198 

Dear Gentlemen, 

1-113 

I am writing to you in your capacities as members of the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy Board, who also serve in important elected offices representing 
districts that encompass the intended River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension 
Project or immediately adjacent properties. 

My legal counsel has submitted a formal comment letter to the Conservancy 
regarding the EIR document circulated for the Project. However, I wanted to write 
to you separately regarding the broader policy issues. 

Based on my evaluation of the comments and analysis that our comment letter 
details, I believe the most supportable option for any desired additional public 
access in the vicinity of Spano Park is the option the EIR describes as Route Sb. 
believe that many of the claims of its infeasibility are not well supported. The 
governing Board of the Conservancy should ensure it initiates a process that 
allows the governing Board to fully deliberate that option. 

Cliff Tutelian 
Tutelian & Co. Inc. 
President 

1401 FULTON STREET. SUITE 210 I FRESNO, CAUFORNIA I (559) 266-8000 PHONE I (559) 266-8005 FAX TUTELIAN.COM 

A 
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Letter 
I-113 

R
esponse 

C
liff Tutelian 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-113A
 The com

m
ent states that in his opinion the m

ost supportable option for public access is in vicinity 

of S
pano P

ark, described as route 5B
 and that claim

s that it is infeasible are not w
ell supported. 

Follow
ing receipt of this letter, a full analysis of a variation of the form

er R
oute 5b previously 

elim
inated from

 full evaluation, w
as included as Alternative 5B in the Partially R

evised D
EIR

. The 

analysis w
as conducted because the C

onservancy determ
ined this alternative w

as potentially 

feasible based on new
 inform

ation it received. See the FEIR
 Section 5.11, w

hich evaluates 

Alternative 5B. Alternative 5B includes an additional public vehicle entrance, and public access to 

the trail extension through Spano Park, at the term
inus of Palm

 Ave. north of its intersection w
ith 

N
ees A

ve., and parking for 40 vehicles on the floodplain. The analysis found that Alternative 5B 

w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address 

inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill, and 

w
ould require the acquisition of private land from

 a w
illing seller. 
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LETTER I-114: 
Tony Rainaldi and Trish Arnold, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-114 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachmen IS: 

April 12, 2017 

?a tricia Amald 
Meliooo Marlts 
Rainald, Jonv 
San Joaquin Riv~r Access 
Friday, April M, 2017 7:05:27 PM 
lrnaoe002 o□a 

Ms . Melinda Marks 

Executive Officer 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E. Olive 

Fresno. CA 93727 

RE: San Joaquin River Access project 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

We are submitting this letter to clarify t hat we do not oppose the San Joaquin River Access project, 

but we do believe that you must proceed w ith an alternatiVethat w ou ld provide safe and convenient 

acces-s to the river for all to enjoy. We therefore support Alternatives 3 and SB. 

It is our understanding that the City of Fresno adopted a General Plan in 2014 for t he benefit of the 

entire city. This General Plan allows for vehicu lar access at Palm/Nees, not Riverview . As a res ident 

on Ridgeview Avenue, we are in favor of a safe and responsible developmt;,nt of th is regiona l 

amenity for ALL the citizens of Fresno County. 

Aga in, our support remains with Alternatives 3 and 58. 

Ti1t1 Rat°Kal'tll tl.lfa TM~/4 ,1~1tol'tl 
Tony Rainaldi and Trish Arnold 

8472 N Ridgeview Avenue 

Fresno, CA 93711 

917-0364 (Tony) 

559-303-5670 (Trish) 

The _g1'e-atcst co111plimc11t a Finan icJJ AdvisoJ' an receive i a rdcrrnl from a 
die1·1f or nierul. f'le11se feel free to sha_re my mime wit/1 your frmu·ly m1L1 
fric11d8. 

'llish Arnold, 11' 
Ll'L fiwmcinJ Advisor 
.\ccrc<litctl lnvc~hurnt r i luciru:y -

A 
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A:COM 

CA lt1 ·urnnce Lie # 11::4894 I 

w:ww bisl:mrnold.corn 

Joill \15 011 

Follow us 011 lfil 

\list1 liu office: 
:moo w Mt1i11 st 
Vis11Ii1t, CA 93291 
:'ifi9.6Z:'i.d 00.'i (p\1011e) 

5;;~.62.5, -'IOOG (fax) 
1.8 77,30;; .,1005 (loll free) 

Fre,rno office: 
7050 N f'remo Street #105 
Fresno, CA 3 7~0 

Scc uritio otfcrc,l through LJ'L l'irnuKin l, mnnbcr l'INRA/ Slf'C 

This e-mail is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information 
which is privileged, confidential and exanpt from disclosure under applicable law. If yoo are not the intended recipient, you 
are hereby notified that any dissemination. distribution or copying of this communication is stri cfly prohibited, If yoo have 
received this communication in error, please delete this message and notify us immediately by replying lo 
ln•h armrld~lol oom. 

Securit ies offered through LPL Financial Member FINRA/SIPC 

Toe information contained in this email message is being transmitted to and is 
intended for the use of only the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. If the reader 
of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby advised that any 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. I f you 
have received this message in error, please immediately delete. 

A 
(cont) 
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Letter 
I-114 

R
esponse 

Tony R
ainaldi and Trish A

rnold 
A

pril 13, 2017 

I-114A
 The com

m
ent states support for developing safe and responsible developm

ent for all citizens, 

and supports A
lternatives 3 and 5B

 as the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral P
lan allow

s for vehicular 

access at P
alm

 and N
ees avenues, not W

. R
iverview

 D
r. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B
 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. S
ee the project description in Section 

2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that 

places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. In A
lternative 3, the trail extension w

ould 

be aligned closer to the R
iver’s edge in the m

ore southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and 

w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. H

ow
ever, 

Alternative 3 requires additional m
itigation m

easures beyond those of the proposed project and 

this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan (see S

ection 5.8 in Volum
e I 

of this FEIR
). See S

ection 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
. The analysis found that Alternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for 

the proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno B
luff Protection O

verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill, and w

ould require the acquisition of private land from
 a w

illing seller. 
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LETTER I-115: 
Tori and Kenny Alles, April 14, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Tori <torken11@gmail com> 

Friday, April 14, 2017 10:04 AM 
Melinda Marks 
l MSOHICE QUARANTINE] Fresno River West Proj ect 
San Joaqui n River Conservancy.doel( 

1-115 

Tiiank you fo.r inviting co11cemed .residents of }iresno to communicate their concerns and opinions regardi11g 
this exciting project. 

Since we are aware the deadline for comments is on April 15th, would you confirm receipt of our letter? 

.l\guin, thank.~ so mucli! 

Tori and Kenny All.is 
211 W. BrietCircle 
Fresno0 CA 93711 

lorkenn@gmail.com 
(559) 440-9699 

A:COM 

A 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

 Page 2.3-589 

 
 

April 14, 2017 

Toti & Kenny All~ 
211 W. Brier Circle 
Presnu CA 9'3711 

Melinda lvfark~ 
Executive O.IIicer 
San Joat1uin R.iwr onsorvancy 
l\,felimla.M1rks@l~jrc.ca.gov 

Re: Th.e Fresno River West Project 

Dear M. Mart~, 

We first want to express our whole-hearted enthusia~m for the Frcs.no River We,t Project! It is long overdue. 

\\'e lwlieve it i.'l a project tlrnt will provide indivicl11als and families. alike to get closer to nature ancl enjo 0\11' be~utiful 
rivt:r. W,;; look forw.1rcl io uniti2ing a safe and convt:nir;;nl.-access to tht:-rivc:;r. 

A 
(cont) 

pon reading the two strikingly diftercot approaches lo the development project, we foil to see the logic in the Altcmatr. , 
1 position, First: II is not in keeping with the .ity of Prei,no's 2035 General Plan, which was adopted by lhe city and 
county unanimously. Secondly: No common sense and eliminate~ .homes, paiking and biki11g trails. 

Bccaus we live on W. Brier Circle, w,:; have cxpcricncl;l(\ how clangorous and hair raising our left Lum to access Del Mar 
th1:;11 to Audubon, can be! With tho drivers coming from and to tho homes and npnrtmcnts hcing a chal1enge already, 
adding a river access point wil1 complicate existing traffic issues for everyone. Tn tum, lhe ent:ry,vould make the river 
experience less user frienclly ,to people who wwtan easy access. 

We have pent Lime reviewing boU1 Allcmativc J and A1tern.1tivC;s 3 aml 5B. Uw l:1ller two just make more sense. Herc 
nro just a few benefits we dcterrn ined about to the Nee.~ and Palm entry. 

• Easer access from Tiemdon to Pa lm. then Nees 
• Cit. Tran.sit sylltem 
• Nea1· a shopping center that.h.1s restaurants and offers a variety offamily fim activities 
• Closer to the river 
• Supporti::cl by lhe City vf Fresnv (wi.l vote thesi:: folks in lo rq:,rt:Senl the good of ,ill Fresno residents, don ·1 we?) 
• No crazy tum about that will complicate a very busy travel path from friant onto Audubon. 

We thank you, in advance., for considering our experiences and opinions. We hopo that common sense will prcvnil 
adopting an alternative thal will not end up prolonging this pr~ject any further. 

Yours tn1ly, 

Tori and Kenny Alles 
Tel : (559) 440-%99 Email: torkmntti)gmai l.com 

A:COM 

B 
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Letter 
I-115 

R
esponse 

Tori and K
enny A

lles 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-115A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1, because com
m

enter believes it is not 

consistent w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan, it elim
inates hom

es, parking and biking 

trails, and because of existing traffic issues at D
el M

ar A
ve. and A

udubon D
r. m

aking the R
iver 

access and experience less user-friendly. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. P
edestrian and bicycle access is 

provided at four locations: Perrin A
ve., Spano P

ark, and the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. and C
hurchill A

ve. 

entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w

ould be at the Perrin A
venue 

undercrossing of SR
 41.  

The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicle access at the 

W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. Alternative 1 consists of the project as described in Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, plus a public vehicle entrance, additional parking 

area (40-stall lot), and public access to the trail extension from
 W

. R
iverview

 D
r. In this 

alternative, the trail extension alignm
ent, Perrin Avenue parking lot (for 50 vehicles), and 

associated recreation am
enities w

ould be constructed as described for the project. Analysis of 

Alternative 1 found significant im
pacts to transportation that could be m

itigated w
ith a traffic signal 

or traffic roundabout at the intersection of Audubon D
r. and D

el M
ar Ave. See the transportation 

analysis for A
lternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that im
pacts 

w
ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning the vehicle entrance and parking area 

upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 

1-Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno 

and the C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they 

are controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

The C
ity of Fresno has identified the intersection in question as requiring a traffic signal in their 

long term
 plans (see Section 3.17 in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

). At the tim
e traffic signal w

arrants are 

m
et the C

ity w
ould consider a specific design for controlling traffic at this location. If the 

C
onservancy w

ere to approve Alternative 1, the B
oard could condition the approval on prohibiting 

developm
ent of a vehicle entrance and parking from

 W
est R

iverview
 D

rive until the tim
e the C

ity 

has com
pleted the design and construction of a traffic control im

provem
ent.   

See Section 5.6.11 for an evaluation of A
lternative 1 in relation to the C

ity G
eneral Plan. 
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I-115B
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 and A
lternative 5B

 because there w
ould be C

ity 

transit, it is near restaurants and fam
ily activities, it is closer to the R

iver, w
ould be easier access 

from
 H

erndon to P
alm

 A
ve., is supported by C

ity, and doesn’t require turnabout on a busy travel 

path from
 Friant along A

udubon D
r.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. In Alternative 3, 

the trail extension w
ould be aligned closer to the R

iver’s edge in the m
ore southerly (dow

nstream
) 

portion of the site, and w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the northerly (upstream
) 

portion of the site. H
ow

ever, Alternative 3 requires additional m
itigation m

easures beyond those 

of the proposed project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan 

(see Section 5.8 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). S
ee the FEIR

 Section 5.11, w
hich evaluates 

Alternative 5B. The analysis found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond 

those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno Bluff Protection 

O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith 

operation of a form
er landfill, and w

ould require the acquisition of private land from
 a w

illing seller. 
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LETTER I-116: 
Maureen Armstrong, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Date: 

Ma ucr:en Am,umna 
MeljncJa Macks 
Ri:lay, April 14, 20176 :05:0B PM 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provi de comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments 
focus on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 
three potential access. points included: 

1. Perri n Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access po1nts 
included. By including all three access points (Perrfn Avenue undercross1ng 
accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm 
and Nees), peop'le throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have 
equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen Armstrong 

Sent from my iPhone 

1-116 

A 
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Letter 
I-116 

R
esponse 

M
aureen A

rm
strong 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-116A
 This com

m
ent states encouragem

ent for approval of all three access points at P
errin A

ve./S
R

 41 

undercrossing, W
. R

iverview
 D

r. evaluated as A
lternative 1, and P

alm
/N

ees evaluated as 

A
lternative 5 to provide equal access for people throughout the Fresno-M

adera M
etropolitan 

R
egion.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at P
errin Ave (proposed 

project), W
. R

iverview
 D

r. (Alternative 1), and at Palm
/N

ees (A
lternative 5) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle 

access is provided at four locations: P
errin Ave., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and 

C
hurchill A

ve. entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin 

Avenue undercrossing of S
R

 41.  See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for inform
ation about 

environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including equitable access to the 

project area. The EIR
 also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that 

could provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater 

equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as 

exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people 

traveling from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These 

alternatives also require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the 

C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a 

com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy Board w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to 

inform
 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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LETTER I-117: 
Saeed Attar, April 14, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Saeed Attar <sattar@mail.fresnosta te.edu> 

Friday, April 14, 2017 7:40 AM 
Melinda Marks 
Letter of concern 
Marks, Melinda-SJRC-13 April 2017.pdf 

1-117 

Attached, please find a copy of a signed lette r I have written to voice our (my wife and myself) strong 
opposition to Alternative 1, as well as strong support for Alternatives 58 and 3, in the proposed plans 
for accessing the San Joaquin River near our neighborhood at Audubon and Del Mar avenues. To 
ensure that my letter will reach you Gust in case the email attachment does come through), I have 
copied and pasted the contents in this ema il as well (below). 

Thank you for your time and attention . 

Sincerely , 
Saeed Atta r 

pril 13, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

Execut ive Officer 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E. Olive 

Fresno CA 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

On behalf of my wife ( larin Elah.i) and myself, I would like to voice our concerns regarding the proposed 
plans for accessing the San Joaquin River near our neighborJ1ood al udubon and Del Mar. Hereby, we 
strongly OPPOSE AJte.rnutivc 1, and firntly FAVOR Altcr.natiVl.>s 3 and SB. 

A:COM 

A 
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Letter 
I-117 

R
esponse 

Saeed Attar 
April 14, 2017 

I-117A
 The com

m
ent states support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 and opposition to A

lternative 1. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5 and opposition to A
lternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse 1: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” This 

com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I-117B
 The com

m
ent states opposition to A

lternative 1 because com
m

enter believes it violates C
ity of 

Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan. 

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. The EIR
 

includes an evaluation of the both the proposed project and each of the alternatives against the 

policies of the G
eneral P

lan (see Section 3.11, “Land U
se and Planning,” in C

hapter 3 and the 

Land U
se and Planning section under S

ection 5.6 for A
lternative 1 in C

hapter 5).  

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I-117C
 The com

m
ent states opposition to A

lternative 1 because com
m

enter does not w
ant to encourage 

m
ore traffic congestion, specifically on A

udubon D
r. and at intersection of A

udubon D
r. and D

el 

M
ar A

ve. 

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. S
im

ilar to w
ith-

project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to 

accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S

. H
ow

ever, traffic volum
e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e 

I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the 

C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1-Traffic-

i 
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1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-117D
 The com

m
ent states opposition to A

lternative 1 because M
itigation M

easure A
lt. 1-Traffic-1 does 

not m
ention the adverse effects on residences along A

udubon D
r. 

See Section 3.17 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 about the transportation analysis for the proposed 

project. A traffic analysis w
as prepared for the project in accordance w

ith the C
ity of Fresno 

Traffic Im
pact Study R

eport G
uidelines for use in C

EQ
A project review

 (A
ppendices H

 and H
2 in 

Volum
e III of this FEIR

). S
ee response to C

om
m

ent I-117C
. The C

onservancy w
ould not be 

undertaking this traffic im
provem

ent project and w
ould not be responsible for determ

ining the 

design, including determ
ining any environm

ental im
pacts associated w

ith that traffic 

im
provem

ent. See also responses to C
om

m
ents R

O
-1-4 and R

O
-1-6. 

I-117E
 The com

m
ent states opposition to A

lternative 1 because does not provide trail near the R
iver, 

causing foot/cycle traffic to leave paved trail to get to w
ater’s edge, causing dam

age to natural 

am
enity. 

The proposed project and the access alternatives all include pedestrian trails to the R
iver’s edge. 

For Alternative 3, the paved m
ultiuse trail w

ould be near the R
iver bank in som

e locations. S
ee 

response to C
om

m
ent I-117F below

 regarding A
lternative 3, w

hich analyzed a trail aligned closer 

to the R
iver’s edge. 

I-117F 
The com

m
ent states favor for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because m

ore appropriate access point in 

addition to existing access at W
oodw

ard P
ark and C

opper R
iver trailhead and parking are near 

the P
errin A

ve. undercrossing of the S
R

 41 bridge can be expanded, and bus transportation to 

V
alley C

hildren’s H
ospital can provide a stop near the S

R
 41 access point. 

In A
lternative 3, the trail extension w

ould be aligned closer to the R
iver’s edge in the m

ore 

southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the 

northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. H

ow
ever, Alternative 3 requires additional m

itigation 

m
easures beyond those of the proposed project and this trail alignm

ent conflicts w
ith policies of 

the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan (see S

ection 5.8 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). A
lternative 5B w

ould require 

m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity 

of Fresno Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous 

m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill, and w

ould require the acquisition of 

private land from
 a w

illing seller. 

i 
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I-117G
 The com

m
ent states favor for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because P

alm
/N

ees is the closest access 

point to the R
iver, has an established traffic signal system

, is easier for vehicles hauling trailers, is 

closer to adjacent neighborhoods such as P
inedale, is on C

ity’s transit system
, and supported by 

C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral P
lan. 

See responses to C
om

m
ents I-117A and I-117G

 above. 

I-117H
 The com

m
ent states favor for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because in alignm

ent w
ith C

ity of Fresno’s 

2035 G
eneral P

lan, allow
s additional trail for use by m

ore people including seniors and disabled 

persons, allow
s for trail near and along the R

iver, and lessens creation of dirt trails.  

See responses to C
om

m
ents I-117A and I-117G

 above. In Alternative 3, the trail extension w
ould 

be aligned closer to the R
iver’s edge in the m

ore southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and 

w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. H

ow
ever, 

Alternative 3 requires additional m
itigation m

easures beyond those of the proposed project and 

this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan (see S

ection 5.8 in Volum
e I 

of this FEIR
). A 12-foot-w

ide paved connector trail w
ould be constructed to provide access from

 

the Bluff Trail to the trail extension near W
. R

iverview
 D

r. The trail extension w
ould be about 22 

feet w
ide, w

ith a 12-foot-w
ide paved surface, a parallel 8-foot-w

ide hard natural surface for 

equestrian use, and a 2-foot shoulder (opposite the natural surface area). The trail w
ould provide 

accessibility in accordance w
ith the Am

ericans w
ith D

isabilities Act. A
D

A com
pliance is noted in 

the project description (FEIR
 Section 2.4).See S

ection 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for an 

evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. This com

m
ent is not directed 

at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is required. 

I-117I 
The com

m
ent states favor of developing the regional am

enity and concerns about alternatives in 

FE
IR

. 

See Table 5.12-1 for a com
parison of the alternatives studied in the EIR

. The six alternatives 

studies in the EIR
 represent a reasonable range of alternatives for the C

onservancy B
oard to 

m
ake an inform

ed decision. The C
onservancy Board w

ill consider the inform
ation in the EIR

 to 

inform
 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 

I-117J 
The com

m
ent states trail should not underm

ine 2010 S
an Joaquin R

iver and B
luff P

rotection 

O
verlay D

istricts, w
hich w

as in response to a fire in July 2009.  

The C
ity of Fresno adopted the San Joaquin R

iver and Bluff O
rdinance. The proposed project 

does not cross the bluff face; therefore, no conflict w
ith the O

rdinance w
ould occur. The proposed 

i 
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project w
ould be consistent w

ith the O
rdinance, providing buffers, landscaping, features, and 

m
anagem

ent m
easures to m

inim
ize im

pacts on private residences 

I-117K
 The com

m
ent expresses support for safe and responsible developm

ent of a plan for the R
iver 

W
est Fresno project that address safety issues and dem

onstrates ability for funding operations 

and m
aintenance, and adverse im

pacts to established neighborhood is unfair and unrealistic and 

w
ould be negative and divisive precedence for future trail expansion. 

Pursuant to Section 15123 of the State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, the FEIR

 provides inform
ation on 

potentially significant environm
ent im

pacts of the proposed project to the public and the decision-

m
akers and recom

m
ends m

easures to m
itigate those im

pacts and analyzes alternatives to the 

project. See S
ection 2.5, “P

roject M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in Volum
e I of 

this FEIR
. The project w

ould include ongoing m
aintenance activities including trash service, w

eed 

abatem
ent, and sim

ilar m
ethods to provide for project visitors and protect surrounding areas.  

U
nder Section 15131 of the State C

EQ
A G

uidelines, econom
ic and social im

pacts are not 

considered as significant environm
ental effects and not required to be analyzed in an EIR

. This 

com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I-117L 
The com

m
ents in an attached letter are duplicative of the com

m
ents included in the body of the 

em
ail. 

See response to C
om

m
ents I-117A

 through I-117K. 
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LETTER I-118: 
Vishnu and Lavanya Bobba, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-118 

from: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Yti:ltU I tnhba 
Melinda Marts 
Kris:tine Waltec 
suppo rt of Alternative. 3 and 58. 
Fnday,, April 14, Z017 5:09:02 PM 

We wciuld like you to know that we realise and agree fhe need for additional parks and recreational 
actMties in Fresno and Madera and the river is a beautiful place to be enjoyed by everyone. A 
We definitely support safe and con11en ien1 access to the river. 

However we have some concerns r<:9a rding your current proposal. 

We are concerned about Alternative 1 as it has some draw backs arid we are against it and do not 
support ii.. 

To start with Alternative 1 is not even near or close to the river for the public to enjoy the scenery. 

It Will create more traffic at the intersection of Delmar and Audubon and it not only increases the 
risk ol accidents to auto travelers but also to the pedestrians and b1cycllsts_ 

We are sure you are quite aware that the Audubon is a Ver} ousy street all day long and 
especially in the morning and evening hours the traffic is very oongested and -the proposed 
vehicular access via Delmar and Rtverview will only worsens the problem _ 

Delmar at Audubon ls the primary route available fer the 180 apartments and 168 homes that 
amount to 600 private vehic les that does nol Include service vehicles entering and e)( ltlng from the 
neighborhood. We go to 
work everyday using the route and left turn to Auduoon from Delmar ls very difficult and dangerous 
at prime lime and we witness near Collison mlsses very frequently Allowing more traffrc will only 
make it worse, 

Tne residents of Brier 
circle also face the same problems when making a left turn on Delmar to get to Audubon. 

Creating a parking lot off view will increase pollution, noise, dust and unsafe environment 

Any plan should also address publ ic safely, traffic impact, fires, water safety, fire and police 
protection, vandalism, trash, and trai f maintenance and other problems. 

The 
proposed pfan should also show the funding for the operations and upkeep of the trail after 
construction 
The river west project is 22 miles m length and will have many additional acce55 points to serve 
the people of the county, We do not understand why to create access al Riverview through an 
established neighborhood that will lead to addrlional safety, traffic, pollution and security problems. 

The SJRC already denoted 
parking areas at Copper R[ver traiJhead and Woodward Park that are not fu lly used, 

B 

E 

Alternative one is 1n conflict with -and fn 111olalion of Fresno city's 2035 general plan because of l F 
proposed vehicular access via Riverview 
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A:COM 

The City of Fresno 2035 General Plan was adopted in 2014 and is for the benefit of the entire city.! 
The Plan allows for vehicular access at Palm/Nees, but not via River View. 
The 2010 San Joaquin RiVer and BIUff Protection Ordinance drafled by Supervisor Andreas 
Borgeas who was ccuncil member at the time in response to an 11.9 acre fire set by vandals in 
July 2009, and believes the trail should be implemented in a manner that does not undermine the 
Ordinance. The ordinance was unanimously approved by City council and board of supervisors. 

Our neighborhood is in favor of safe and sound development of this area to be enjoyed by all 
citizens of Fresno County. 

The plan Alternatives 3 and 5B appears to address almost all above concerns, hence we support and 
favor them. 

We support and favor 5B or a variation of, because: 
We feel it is more appropriate for vehicular access at 1. 41 highway bridge area and 2. Palm/Nees. 
These access points are in addition to the one at Woodward Park that currently available. The 
parking area near bridge can be easily expanded to create more spots. The present city bus that 
goes to Valley children's hospital can provide a stop at highway 41 access point. 
Palm/Nees is an ideal location for the vehicular access to the River: 1.Being a commercial area 
will not impact residential traffic 2. Probably closest access point to the river 3. Already have traffic 
signals 3. Easier for vehicles with trailers to enter and exit 4. Easy access to adjacent 
neighborhoods (e.g. Pinedale) 5.The access point is on the city's transit system 6. The access 
point studied and included in 2035 general plan by the city. 

We also favor Alternative 3 because 
It is part of the Fresno city 2035 general plan. It allows additional trails for enjoyment more people 
including seniors and physically challenged persons. 
We strongly feel that the tra il should be as close and along the river as possible 1. People using 
the trail want to be close to the river 2. Trai ls near the river will lessen the chance of creating dirt 
trails 3. \/Viii provide easy access for physically challenged persons 4. Discourage creation and 
ccmpetition of dirt trails by pedestrians and cycl ists 

Sincerely, 
Vishnu VR Sobba 
Lavanya VL Bobba 
276 West Bluff Avenue, Fresno, CA 93711 

F 
( cont) 
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Letter 
I-118 

R
esponse 

Vishnu B
obba 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-118A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for safe and convenient access to the R

iver and states concern 

w
ith the current proposal. 

This com
m

ent does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the EIR
 analysis; 

no further response is required. 

I-118B
 The com

m
ent states lack of support for A

lternative 1 because it is not close to the R
iver, creates 

traffic at D
el M

ar A
ve. and A

udubon D
r. increasing risk of accidents, A

udubon D
r. is busy and 

congested, and W
. R

iverview
 D

r. access w
ould w

orsen traffic problem
s including for B

rier C
ir. 

residents. 

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. S
im

ilar to w
ith-

project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to 

accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S

. H
ow

ever, traffic volum
e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See the transportation 

analysis for A
lternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that im
pacts 

w
ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning the vehicle entrance and parking area 

upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 

1-Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno 

and the C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they 

are controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable.  

I-118C
 The com

m
ent states parking off W

. R
iverview

 D
r. w

ill increase pollution, noise, dust, and unsafe 

environm
ent and any plan should address public safety, traffic im

pact, fires, w
ater safety, fire and 

police protection, vandalism
, trash, and trail m

aintenance and other problem
s.  

See Section 3.13 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 regarding noise analysis for the proposed project and 

Section 5.6 N
oise for analysis of Alternative 1. The EIR

 analysis concluded that operation of the 

project and the alternatives for recreational use w
ould not expose visitor or receptors to noise 

levels in excess of standards. N
oise w

ould be generated by people, horses, and vehicles entering 

the site and by occasional vehicles and equipm
ent for operations, m

aintenance, and 

m
anagem

ent. The resulting noise levels w
ould not exceed standards adopted by the C

ity for 

i 
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adjacent uses. The operational im
pact w

ould be less than significant. C
onstruction activities 

under the project or alternatives w
ould cause a short-term

 tem
porary increase in am

bient noise 

levels and the noise levels could exceed am
bient noise standards established by the C

ity of 

Fresno for residential areas. H
ow

ever, im
plem

entation of M
itigation M

easure N
oise-1 w

ould 

reduce the im
pact to less than significant. 

See Section 3.4 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for inform

ation on the air quality analysis for the 

proposed project. The analysis concluded construction and operation of the project w
ould not 

result in pollutant levels that w
ould exceed the criteria pollutant thresholds established by San 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution C
ontrol D

istrict (SJV
A

PC
D

). The project w
ould com

ply w
ith all 

relevant SJV
A

PC
D

 rules for the criteria pollutant em
issions associated w

ith project operations. 

Additionally, the project’s construction-related and operational em
issions w

ould not result in a 

cum
ulatively considerable net increase for any criteria pollutant for w

hich SJVA
P

C
D

 is in 

nonattainm
ent under the applicable national am

bient air quality standards (N
AAQ

S) or C
alifornia 

am
bient air quality standards (C

AAQ
S). S

ee Section 5.6, Air Q
uality for analysis of air quality for 

Alternative 1. A
lternative 1 w

ould generate only slightly m
ore construction-related and operational 

em
issions than the project. All air quality im

pacts for the project or alternatives w
ould be less than 

significant (see FEIR
 Table 5.12-1). 

See Section 3.17 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 about the transportation analysis for the proposed 

project. A traffic analysis w
as prepared for the project in accordance w

ith the C
ity of Fresno 

Traffic Im
pact Study R

eport G
uidelines for use in C

EQ
A project review

 (A
ppendices H

 and H
2 in 

Volum
e III of this FEIR

). The analysis concluded that im
pacts for the proposed project w

ould be 

less than significant. S
ee the hazards and hazardous m

aterials analysis for the proposed project 

in Section 3.9 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. Im
plem

entation of M
itigation M

easures H
azards and 

H
azardous M

aterials-1 through H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials-6 w

ould reduce the potential 

w
ildland fire im

pact to less than significant because the C
onservancy w

ould provide appropriate 

em
ergency access and signage; w

ould prohibit open burning and the use of barbeque grills; 

w
ould perform

 annual and periodic fire prevention activities; w
ould require all construction and 

m
aintenance equipm

ent to be properly equipped w
ith spark arrestors; and w

ould prepare and 

im
plem

ent a fire prevention plan for construction activities. 

The FEIR
 analysis concluded the project and alternatives w

ould not alter existing public service 

ratios, response tim
es, or perform

ance standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould 

occur. The project as w
ell as alternatives w

ould im
prove access for law

 enforcem
ent and 

em
ergency first responders to the R

iver bottom
 com

pared to current conditions. S
ee S

ection 2.5, 

“Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The project w
ould 

i 
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include ongoing m
aintenance activities including trash service, w

eed abatem
ent, and sim

ilar 

m
ethods to provide for project visitors and protect surrounding areas.  

I-118D
 The com

m
ent states proposed plan should show

 funding for operations and upkeep of the trail 

after construction. 

See Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The project w
ould include ongoing m

aintenance activities including trash service, w
eed 

abatem
ent, and sim

ilar m
ethods to provide for project visitors and protect surrounding areas.  

U
nder Section 15131 of the State C

EQ
A G

uidelines, econom
ic and social im

pacts are not 

considered as significant environm
ental effects and funding inform

ation is not required to be 

included in an EIR
.  

I-118E
 The com

m
ent states opposition to access at W

. R
iverview

 D
r. because there are m

any additional 

access points and in com
m

enter’s view
 it w

ould lead to neighborhood safety, traffic, pollution and 

security problem
s.  

See response to C
om

m
ents I-118B

 and I-118C
.  

I-118F 
The com

m
ent states A

lternative 1 is in violation of the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral P
lan 

because of vehicle access via W
. R

iverview
 D

r. 

See Section 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of 

the G
eneral P

lan and S
ection 5.6 Land U

se in C
hapter 5 for consistency of Alternative 1 w

ith the 

G
eneral P

lan.  

I-118G
 The com

m
ent is about im

plem
enting trail in a m

anner that doesn’t underm
ine the 2010 S

an 

Joaquin R
iver and B

luff P
rotection O

rdinance and states support for A
lternatives 3 and 5B

.  

The Fresno C
ity ordinance referred to by the com

m
enter is the S

an Joaquin R
iver and Bluff 

Protection Initiative. The project site is w
ithin the area regulated by the ordinance.  The ordinance 

prohibits open fires, access to the R
iver during the night, and provides other protections for public 

health and safety. This local ordinance applies to the project site and is fully enforceable by 

police, State gam
e w

ardens and other public safety officers. The proposed operations of the 

project described in the E
IR

 conform
 to the ordinance (e.g., the project does not involve cam

ping, 

firew
orks w

ill not be allow
ed, cam

pfire pits are not proposed, and hours of operation w
ill be w

ithin 

the hours allow
ed by the ordinance).   

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B
 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. Alternative 5B 

i 
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w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address 

inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill, and 

w
ould require the acquisition of private land from

 a w
illing seller. In Alternative 3, the trail 

extension w
ould be aligned closer to the R

iver’s edge in the m
ore southerly (dow

nstream
) portion 

of the site, and w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the northerly (upstream
) portion of the 

site. H
ow

ever, Alternative 3 requires additional m
itigation m

easures beyond those of the 

proposed project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster Plan (see 

Section 5.8 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). 

I-118H
 The com

m
ent states support for A

lternative 5B
 because in com

m
enter’s view

 the vehicle access 

points are m
ore appropriate, can be served by C

ity bus, is closest to the R
iver, has easier access 

for vehicles w
ith trailers, has existing traffic signal system

, provides access for P
inedale 

residences, is in a com
m

ercial area, included in G
eneral P

lan, and states the parking lot at P
errin 

A
ve./S

R
 41 could be expanded. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-118G

 about A
lternative 5B. S

ee Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse 1: 

M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or 

com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is required. 

I-118I 
The com

m
ent states favor for A

lternative 3 because people w
ant trail near R

iver, w
ill lessen 

creation of dirt trials, provides easy access for disabled and seniors, and is part of C
ity of 

Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-118G

 about A
lternative 3. In A

lternative 3, the trail extension w
ould 

be aligned closer to the R
iver’s edge in the m

ore southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and 

w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. H

ow
ever, 

Alternative 3 requires additional m
itigation m

easures beyond those of the proposed project and 

this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan (see S

ection 5.8 in Volum
e I 

of this FEIR
). 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse 1: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” See Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 
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LETTER I-119: 
Andreas Borgeas, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

r,-om: 
To: 
Subject: 
P11te: 

Aorlrras PA:t'Qffi:$ 
M13Uocia Matts 
Publ.: Corrment 
Friday, April 14,2017 8:52:20 AM 

> Melinda - please include the following as an additional public comment from me snd Include it in the 
RW record - thahks - Andreas 
> 
> 
> MeUnda, I don't think it is necessarily accurate that the EIR needs to be fully recirculated with Sb. 
The entire point of the public review period is for the public to raise comments on the project, including 
the identification of possible new alternatives. If those alternatives have merit, the. agency can include 
that proposal ( or eveI1 a new altematiVe proposed by staff) as a new a lternatiVe after the circulation of 
the Draft EJR. So long as the new alternative rs substantially similar to the project or another 
alternative, the EIR doesn't need to be recirculated . It seems to me this is a component of the 
responses to comments and preparation of the Final EIR that is already within the Conservancy budget 
(or that could be accomplished with a slight modification) that Would not need to slow down 
consideralion of the project or otherwise start a new CEQA analysis. I'm looking at the environmental 
analysis of Alternative 5 at 5-75 through 5-91 of the DE;IR, ~nd nei,1r1y all of what's t here would be the 
same for option Sb. 
> 
> Sent from my !Phone 

1-119 

A 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

 Page 2.3-606 

 

A:COM 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

March 26, 2017 

Submitted for the Conservancy Board' s review and record are comments regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Fresno River West Project and portions under 
consideration within the Lewis S. Eaton Trail (LET). Please include and consider the following 
comments: 

1. Support Alternative #3 as it is the only option that creates public access for a trail design located 
near and along the river, which maximizes trail length and use and enjoyment of the natural 
habitat; 

2. Oppose Alternative #1 as it directly conflicts with the City of Fresno's 2035 General Plan 
(Policy POSS-7-g), which City officials have long reported how "public parking should be 
directed away from Del Mar and Riverview area neighborhoods due to traffic congestion and 
... safety .. .. " (12/20/12 SR- CM Bruce Rudd) 

3. Support the premise that any proposed public parking at Del Mar and Riverview is an 
unsatisfactory burden on the neighborhood and poses extraordinary public safety risks, which 
disqualifies it as a viable area for consideration; 

4. Support Alternative #5(b), or some variation thereof that shall be properly studied and 
incorporated into the DEIR and eventually be negotiated by interested parties, that will allow for 
public parking opportunities near Palm/Nees; 

5. Support the premise that public access at Palm/Nees is an appropriate and satisfactory access 
point for any segment of the population considered disadvantaged, as it is conveniently located 
near Pinedale and adjacent communities and along major road systems with public, private and 
physical transportation opportunities; 

6. Support the Conservancy's adoption and implementation of the San Joaquin River and Bluff 
Protection Ordinance, which provides important public safety rules, regulations and protocols for 
use of and activities in the river; 

7. Support a River West project that properly considers and secures the necessary funding for 
sustainable operations and maintenance costs; 

8. Support a plan for the River West project that properly considers various legal, constituent and 
political dynamics that could disrupt or ultimately stop progress on the project's completion; 

Thank you for the consideration of our response. 

Sincerely, 

B 
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Letter 
I-119 

R
esponse 

A
ndreas B

orgeas 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-119A
,B

 The com
m

ent states the C
onservancy need not recirculate the full FE

IR
 to include an additional 

analysis of A
lternative 5B

 and attached a com
m

ent letter (Letter I-29) subm
itted on M

arch 26, 

2017. 

The D
EIR

 w
as partially revised and recirculated to include Alternative 5B. See response to 

C
om

m
ents I-29A through I-29H

.   
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LETTER I-120: 
Sue Coggins, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

from: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date.: 

Sile 
Melinda Mades 
Conservancy Board 
Friday, April 14, 2017 3: 18:34 PM 

1-120 

I encourage you to approve the DEIR with all three access points . The river needs to be accessible to an 
citizens of the community . 
Sue Coggins 
9315 N Bramwell St 
Fresno, CA 93720 

Sent from my IPad 

A 
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Letter 
I-120 

R
esponse 

Sue C
oggins 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-120A
 The com

m
ent encourages approval of FE

IR
 w

ith all three access points so R
iver is accessible to 

all com
m

unity citizens. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The 

proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. P

edestrian and bicycle access is provided at 

four locations: Perrin A
ve., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and C

hurchill A
ve. entrances to 

the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin Avenue undercrossing of 

SR
 41. See Section 4.2 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
 for inform

ation about environm
ental justice 

considerations for the com
m

unity at large, including equitable access to the project area. The E
IR

 

also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that could provide 

additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater equity of 

access to the benefits of the trail. The E
IR

 found that these additional entrances (as exam
ined in 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people traveling 

from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require additional 

m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These alternatives also 

require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as 

acquisition of lands from
 w

illing sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic 

im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a com
parison of the 

alternatives. The C
onservancy B

oard w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to inform

 their 

decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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LETTER I-121: 
Denise Curry, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 

~ 
Melfnda Marks 

Subject: San Joaciu•n River and 6/uff Rmte::tkm Ordinance 
Friday, April 14, 2017 3c49:20 PM Date: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

I support the 2010 San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection Ordinance 
drafted by then Fresno council member Andreas Borgeas. 1 am in 
support of responsible development of the River West project. Our 
neighborhood has showu support for developing this regional amenity 
for all of the citizens of the region, however I have very strong and 
legitimate concerns of some of the alternatives put forth in the DEJR 
regarding public safety, traffic safety and congestion, access and the 
negative impact it will have on an established neighborhood. 

I feel strongly that the proposed Alternative 1 is in direct opposition 
to and will violate the City of Fresno's 2035 General Plan because it 
contemplates vehicular access to parking via Riverview. Traffic along 
Audubon bas increased year after year. 1 do not want to encow-age 
more traffic congestion along Audubon. We already have frequent 
safety concerns while exiting Brier Circle onto Del Mar with the 
current levels of traffic. I strongly support Alternatives 3 and SB. 1 
believe the vehicuJar access to the River is more appropriate at the (1) 
highway 41 bridge area and (2) Palm/lllees. These points of access will 
be in addition to access that already exists at Woodward Park. 

I appreciate the San Joaquin River Access Coalition's consideration of 
my concerns and support for Alternative 3 and 58. 

Sincerely, 
Denise Curry 
212 W, Brier Circle 
Fresno, Ca 93711 

1-121 

A 

C 
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Letter 
I-121 

R
esponse 

D
enise C

urry 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-121A
 The com

m
ent states support for the 2010 S

an Joaquin R
iver and B

luff P
rotection O

rdinance and 

for safe and responsible developm
ent of the R

iver W
est Fresno project for all regional citizens.  

The Fresno C
ity ordinance referred to by the com

m
enter is the S

an Joaquin R
iver and Bluff 

Protection Initiative. The project site is w
ithin the area regulated by the ordinance.  The ordinance 

prohibits open fires, access to the R
iver during the night, and provides other protections for public 

health and safety. This local ordinance applies to the project site and is fully enforceable by 

police, State gam
e w

ardens and other public safety officers. The proposed operations of the 

project described in the E
IR

 conform
 to the ordinance (e.g., the project does not involve cam

ping, 

firew
orks w

ill not be allow
ed, cam

pfire pits are not proposed, and hours of operation w
ill be w

ithin 

the hours allow
ed by the ordinance).   

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I-121B
 The com

m
ent states opposition to A

lternative 1 because in com
m

enter’s view
 vehicular access 

and parking via W
. R

iverview
 D

r. w
ill violate the C

ity’s G
eneral P

lan and encourage m
ore traffic 

congestion along A
udubon D

r. 

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. S
im

ilar to w
ith-

project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to 

accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S

. H
ow

ever, traffic volum
e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e 

I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the 

C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1-Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

The EIR
 includes an evaluation of the both the proposed project and each of the alternatives, 

including Alternative 1, against the policies of the G
eneral P

lan (see Section 3.11, “Land U
se and 

i 



San Joaquin R
iver C

onservancy 
R

iver W
est Eaton Trail Extension Project 

Final Environm
ental Im

pact R
eport, Volum

e II: 
C

om
m

ents and R
esponses to C

om
m

ents 
C

om
m

ents and R
esponses to C

om
m

ents 
  

P
age 2.3-612 

Planning,” in C
hapter 3 and the Land U

se and Planning section under each alternative in C
hapter 

5).  

I-121C
 The com

m
ent states support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because in com

m
enter’s view

 vehicular 

access to the R
iver is m

ore appropriate at the S
R

 41 bridge area and P
alm

/N
ees and w

ill be in 

addition to existing access at W
oodw

ard P
ark.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B
 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided at four 

locations: Perrin A
ve., S

pano P
ark, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and C

hurchill A
ve. entrances to the 

Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 

41. Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the proposed 

project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan. See Volum

e I of 

this FEIR
, w

hich evaluates Alternative 5B, w
hich is inclusive of the access at the S

R
 41 

underpass. The analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond 

those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno Bluff Protection 

O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith 

operation of a form
er landfill, and w

ould require the acquisition of private land from
 a w

illing seller. 

 
 

i 
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LETTER I-122: 
Ujagger S. and Inderjit K. Dhillon, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-122 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

UJ•ooer dbillon 
MeUnGl Marh 
Opp:,sition to Alt!!rnath<,. 1 
Frida y, April 1~. 2017 6:16:56 PM 

April. 14, 2017 

Ms. Marks 

I am one of the owners of a home in Bluff area. I fully support 
the need for our citizens to enjoy the San Joaquin River and have an 
easy access to the river. However, I cannot support the access to 
the river from Delmar and Audubon for following reasons. 

This will create undue pressure on Delmar to access Audubon 
and will make it dangerous for residents to make a left turn from 
Delmar. As, it is already hectic and dangerous with near misses. 

Putting lights at this site Delmar/Audubon will make it even more 
dangerous. As these lights will be at such short distance from the 
overpass at freeway 41 that it will make it impossible for the vehicle to 
stop as the light will be visible only to the driver as he/she has crossed 
the overpass. It will make it fatally dangerous to someone not from the 
area and who is heading west on Audubon from Friant. 

My resid,ence has already been vandalized and shot at. After 9/11 
because of my looks I have been told "Terrorist go home" in that area 
by accidental visitors. (Believe me I am not even a Muslim). I am a 
citizen in good standing of this great land for over 40 years. People of 

A 

any faith ethnicity or looks should be treated equally. However, this B 
does not always happen. With increasing traffic of law-abiding citizens, 
there will certainly be bad elements and I am scared For myself, my 
family, and others who live here and may have different ethnicities 
religion, etc. 

I also have a disabled child who cannot walk more than a few 
feet. The access pass at Delmar/Audubon is far away from the river 
than other point of access which you are familiar with. The trails 
should be closer to the river for everyone including people with C 
disabilities like my son who needs closer access to the river such as at 
PALM /NEES and vehicle access at the 41 HIGHWAY BRIGE. I am in 
favor of the ALTERNATIVES 3 and SB. It is part of the Fresno city 2035 
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A:COM 

general plan. 1c 
(cont) 

It must be remembered that residents of a particular area do not 
always live there for their whole life. Various reasons such as a job 
change may where they may reside. Even though I may not live in that 
neighborhood in the future, I certainly care for all future residents. So I 
am fighting for everyone who lives in that at area, and who may live in 
that neighborhood in the future. I want them to enjoy their 
neighborhood without any increasing noise, dust, pollution, clutter, 
vandalism, and even harassment of people like me. D 

I sincerely wish and hope that you would consider more reasonable 
alternatives. 

Respectfully, 

Ujagger S. Dhillon 

Inderj it K. Dhillon 
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Letter 
I-122 

R
esponse 

U
jagger S. and Inderjit K

. D
hillon 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-122A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to access from

 D
el M

ar A
ve. and A

udubon D
r. because in 

com
m

enter’s view
 it w

ill create pressure on the intersection, m
aking it hectic and dangerous, and 

a traffic signal there w
ould not be visible because of short distance from

 S
R

 41 overpass w
hen 

heading w
est on A

udubon D
r. 

The proposed project does not include vehicle access at W
. R

iverview
 D

r. See the project 

description in Section 2.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The FEIR
 studied m

ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1 that places vehicle access at the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. location. See the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1 in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, Traffic volum
e is 

anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
r./D

el M
ar A

ve. intersection 

w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
ve. See S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e 

I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant by conditioning the W
. R

iverview
 D

r. vehicle entrance and parking area upon the 

C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1-Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented since they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-122B
 The com

m
ent states residence vandalized and shot at and com

m
enter believes increasing traffic 

w
ill increase bad elem

ents.  

See response to C
om

m
ent I-122A. The FEIR

 analysis concluded the proposed project and 

alternatives w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or perform
ance 

standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould occur. The project as w

ell as alternatives 

w
ould im

prove access for law
 enforcem

ent and em
ergency first responders to the R

iver bottom
 

com
pared to current conditions. 

I-122C
 The com

m
ent states favor for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because be closer to the R

iver for everyone, 

including those w
ith disabilities, and are part of the C

ity of Fresno 2035 G
eneral P

lan.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B
 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided at four 

locations: Perrin A
ve., S

pano P
ark, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and C

hurchill A
ve. entrances to the 

Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 

41. The project trail extension w
ould be about 22 feet w

ide, w
ith a 12-foot-w

ide paved surface, a 

i 
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parallel 8-foot-w
ide hard natural surface for equestrian use, and a 2-foot shoulder (opposite the 

natural surface area). The trail extension w
ould provide accessibility in accordance w

ith the 

Am
ericans w

ith D
isabilities Act. A 12-foot-w

ide paved connector trail w
ould be constructed to 

provide access from
 the Bluff Trail to the trail extension near W

. R
iverview

 D
r. U

nder the 

proposed project, the parking lot via the P
errin Ave. undercrossing of SR

 41 w
ould be AD

A 

accessible. AD
A com

pliance is noted in the project description (FEIR
 Section 2.4). 

In A
lternative 3, the trail extension w

ould be aligned closer to the R
iver’s edge in the m

ore 

southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the 

northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. H

ow
ever, Alternative 3 requires additional m

itigation 

m
easures beyond those of the proposed project and this trail alignm

ent conflicts w
ith policies of 

the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan (see S

ection 5.8 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See the FEIR
 Section 5.11, 

w
hich evaluates Alternative 5B. The analysis found that Alternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation 

m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w

ith the C
ity of Fresno 

Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials 

associated w
ith operation of a form

er landfill, and w
ould require the acquisition of private land 

from
 a w

illing seller. 

The EIR
 includes an evaluation of the both the proposed project and each of the alternatives, 

including Alternative 1, against the policies of the G
eneral P

lan (see Section 3.11, “Land U
se and 

Planning,” in C
hapter 3 and the Land U

se and Planning section under each alternative in C
hapter 

5).  

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse 1: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” See Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I-122D
 The com

m
ent expresses concern about neighborhood noise, dust, pollution, clutter, vandalism

, 

and harassm
ent. 

See Section 3.13 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 regarding noise analysis for the proposed project and 

the N
oise section for each alternative analyzed in C

hapter 5. The analysis concluded that 

operation of the project or the alternatives for recreational use w
ould not expose visitor or 

receptors to noise levels in excess of standards. N
oise w

ould be generated by people, horses, 

and vehicles entering the site and by occasional vehicles and equipm
ent for operations, 

m
aintenance, and m

anagem
ent. The resulting noise levels w

ould not exceed standards adopted 

by the C
ity for adjacent uses. The operational im

pact w
ould be less than significant. C

onstruction 

i 
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activities under the project or alternatives w
ould cause a short-term

 tem
porary increase in 

am
bient noise levels and the noise levels could exceed am

bient noise standards established by 

the C
ity of Fresno for residential areas. H

ow
ever, im

plem
entation of M

itigation M
easure N

oise-1 

w
ould reduce the im

pact to less than significant. 

See Section 3.4 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for inform

ation on the air quality analysis for the 

proposed project and the Air Q
uality section for each alternative in C

hapter 5. The analysis 

concluded construction and operation of the project or the alternatives w
ould not result in 

pollutant levels that w
ould exceed the criteria pollutant thresholds established by San Joaquin 

Valley Air Pollution C
ontrol D

istrict (SJV
A

PC
D

). The project or alternatives w
ould com

ply w
ith all 

relevant SJV
A

PC
D

 rules for the criteria pollutant em
issions associated w

ith project operations. 

Additionally, the project’s construction-related and operational em
issions w

ould not result in a 

cum
ulatively considerable net increase for any criteria pollutant for w

hich SJVA
P

C
D

 is in 

nonattainm
ent under the applicable national am

bient air quality standards (N
AAQ

S) or C
alifornia 

am
bient air quality standards (C

AAQ
S). A

lternative 1 w
ould generate only slightly m

ore 

construction-related and operational em
issions than the project. All air quality im

pacts for the 

project or the alternatives w
ould be less than significant (see FEIR

 Table 5.12-1). 

The FEIR
 analysis concluded the project and alternatives w

ould not alter existing public service 

ratios, response tim
es, or perform

ance standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould 

occur. The project as w
ell as alternatives w

ould im
prove access for law

 enforcem
ent and 

em
ergency first responders to the R

iver bottom
 com

pared to current conditions. S
ee S

ection 2.5, 

“Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The project w
ould 

include ongoing m
aintenance activities including trash service, w

eed abatem
ent, and sim

ilar 

m
ethods to provide for project visitors and protect surrounding areas.  

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse 1: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is 

not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response 

is required. 

i 
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LETTER I-123 
Lisa Jordan Dixon, April 14, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Se nt 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

lijodi < lijodi@sbcglobal.net> 
Friday, April 14, 2017 3:24 PM 
Melinda Marks 
[MSOFFICE QUARANTINE) Parkway Access 
49a 7be62-98fe-464b-960e-85242330bc90.docx 

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphonc 

A:COM 

1-123 

A 
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Date 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Tra il Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus 

on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 

three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points 

included. By including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible 

from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), 

people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access 

to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Jordan Dixon 

140 E Trenton Ave 

A 
(cont) 
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Fresno, CA 93720 

A:COM 

A 
(cont) 
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Letter 
I-123 

R
esponse 

Lisa Jordan D
ixon 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-123A
 This com

m
ent states encouragem

ent for approval of all three access points at P
errin A

ve./S
R

 41 

undercrossing, W
. R

iverview
 D

r. evaluated as A
lternative 1, and P

alm
/N

ees evaluated as 

A
lternative 5 to provide equal access for people throughout the Fresno-M

adera M
etropolitan 

R
egion.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at P
errin Ave (proposed 

project), W
. R

iverview
 D

r. (Alternative 1) and at Palm
/N

ees (A
lternative 5) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle 

access is provided at four locations: P
errin Ave., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and 

C
hurchill A

ve. entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin 

Avenue undercrossing of S
R

 41.  See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for inform
ation about 

environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including equitable access to the 

project area. The EIR
 also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that 

could provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater 

equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as 

exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people 

traveling from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These 

alternatives also require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the 

C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a 

com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy Board w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to 

inform
 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 

 
 

i 
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LETTER I-124: 
Nancy Gilmore, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject! 
Date: 

Apnl 14, 2017 

Ms Melinda Marks 

.!11012-
MeOnrta Mtui:s 
River We,t Eaton Trail Exlension DEIR 
Fmay, April li, 2017 7:03:58 PM 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 
S469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms Marks, 

I<1m writing to provide comments on the River West Eaton Trail Extension DEIR. My comments focus 
on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project with all three potential access 
points lnclude.d: 

L Perrin Av!! Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41; 
2, Riverview Drive Access evaluated rn Alternative 1; 
3. Perrin/Nees Access evaluated In Alternative 5. 

I strongly encourage the Board to a pp rove the DEIR with all these access points. By incll,1ding all three 
access points, people throughout the Fresno-Madera metropolitan region will have equitable access to 
the project site. 

Thank you for considering these comments regarding access to the project site. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Gilmore 
Clovis, CA 9'3611 

A 
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Letter 
I-124 

R
esponse 

N
ancy G

ilm
ore 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-124A
 This com

m
ent states encouragem

ent for approval of all three access points at P
errin A

ve./S
R

 41 

undercrossing, W
. R

iverview
 D

r. evaluated in A
lternative 1, and P

alm
/N

ees evaluated in 

A
lternative 5 to provide equal access for people throughout the Fresno-M

adera M
etropolitan 

R
egion.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for three public vehicle access points at P
errin Ave (proposed 

project), W
. R

iverview
 D

r. (Alternative 1) and at Palm
/N

ees (A
lternative 5) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle 

access is provided at four locations: P
errin Ave., Spano Park, and the W

. R
iverview

 D
r. and 

C
hurchill A

ve. entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicle access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin 

Avenue undercrossing of S
R

 41.  See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for inform
ation about 

environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including equitable access to the 

project area. The EIR
 also fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that 

could provide additional points of vehicle access and locations of parking lots to provide greater 

equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional entrances (as 

exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore convenient vehicular access for people 

traveling from
 Fresno, how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat is required for the proposed project. These 

alternatives also require additional actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the 

C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 for a 

com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy Board w
ill consider the inform

ation in the EIR
 to 

inform
 their decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
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LETTER I-125: 
Bruce Gray, April 14, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

bruce gray <olenskiOl@gmail.com> 
Ftiday, April 14. 2017 12:20 PM 
Melinda Marks 
[MSOFFICE QUARANTINE] "River West, Eaton Trail Extension Project EIR" 
River West comments.do01 

Plea~e see my attached comme.ms 

BmceGray 

~ Vfrus-free. www.avast. com 
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A:COM 

RivcrWcst, Eaton Trai l Exionsion Projm: l EIR Comments 

Bnice Goy 
40640 Millstream ! .ano Madera Ct\. 93636 

l have experienced firsthand livi11g ue",a"! to a nature park entrimce in Riverside CA, and this is 
what 1 base my comments on. 

You are calling this a Traill £xtension but in essence you are creating a Park I ilh none of the I 
rnquired pr◊lections and rules afford~d a park. You should look al thll existing Lewis Trail and A 
make your plan the s mne. 

Neighborhood iss ttes i r opened up lo access: I 
a) Disruptions to the neighborhood due to parking on the street. B 
b) ·11,e park is closed at night hut this does not slop poop le rrom parking outside lhe park. 

C) I\ neighborhood pa1·king permit should be issued free of cliargc to neighbors and gu0st~ ir I C 
you chose to go fi.uth er with parking lot . TI1is includes any 11eigl1borhoods used to gain .icces . 
d) Loud disrnpLiv<l people us ing the park and thtm coming into ne ighborhood. I D 
e) Opens up the neighborhood to car burglaries. I 
t) q pqlice palro\ lo discoura_ge vandalism. 

MY - ALTERNATin: 5: 
Sarne as Alt. 4 except : 

Only one parking lot at Spano Park and increased for capacity of one lot. 
2 Make Equestrian & Bicycl.is trai ls separate trails or remo e one or the other. 
3 Connect Urn intemal roadway Lo create a loop for fire, poli oe and rescue. 

4 Do not plun1 trees along side of private property. 
5 Remove light poles. This is a natmal trail not a park and it closes at du$k. 
6 Signage- and poli c patrols in-parking lot to enl·orcc no nighttime usage. 
7 No materials used that are not naturaJ to the area. No asphalt etc. 

E 

F 

**Equestrfans and bicyclist have no place on or along lhe Mme path. I have witnessed several I 
G incidents where a bicyclist ha surprised a horse and the horse bolted and thru the rider. 
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Letter 
I-125 

R
esponse 

B
ruce G

ray 
April 14, 2017 

I-125A
 The com

m
ent says the project is creating a park and to look at the Lew

is Trail and m
ake plan the 

sam
e. 

See C
hapter 2, “Project D

escription,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The project includes an 

approxim
ately 2.5-m

ile extension of the existing Lew
is Eaton Trail along w

ith ancillary facilities 

including a parking lot, restroom
, and picnic areas intended for unstructured rest and play. N

o 

further response is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the P
roject or 

Alternatives.” 

I-125B
 The com

m
ent is about neighborhood disruption issues due to parking on street and people 

parking outside of park at night if opened up to access. 

See Section 3.17, “Transportation,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for an evaluation of parking provided 

by the project. The proposed project w
ould im

prove existing vehicular access by providing a safe, 

off-road parking at Perrin A
venue for up to 50 vehicles, w

hich is presently used as an inform
al 

parking location. The proposed project’s parking area w
ould supplem

ent the current de-facto 

parking supply along the existing and proposed trail alignm
ent. Although there are no published 

parking dem
and rates for w

alking trail facilities, the traffic study’s assum
ption of three tim

es 

parking turnover is a reasonable assum
ption in estim

ating parking dem
and for the project. 

I-125C
 The com

m
ent suggests free neighborhood parking perm

its for residents and their guests. 

The com
m

enter’s suggestion to require a parking perm
it is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further 

response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.”  

I-125D
 The com

m
ent is about neighborhood issues related to loud, disruptive people using the park and 

going through neighborhood. 

See Section 3.13 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for the evaluation of noise im
pacts. The proposed 

project w
ould not result in a significant increase in noise for any sensitive receptors.  

I-125E
 The com

m
ent is about no police patrol discouraging vandalism

. 

Section 3.15, “Public Services,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 evaluates im
pacts on law

 enforcem
ent. 

The project site lies w
ithin an existing response area and the proposed project w

ould not im
pede 

response tim
es. In fact, the project w

ould im
prove access for em

ergency first responders. 

I 
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I-125F 
The com

m
ent suggests changes to A

lternative 4 to include other listed features and design. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

I-125G
 The com

m
ent is about not having equestrians and bicyclists on sam

e path as there have been 

incidents w
ith bicyclists being surprised by horses w

ith the horse bolting. 

The design for the proposed  Project includes separate trails for bicyclists and equestrian riders 

as requested. 

 
 

I 
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LETTER I-126: 
Ellen Hemink, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Pate: 

FHeml nt@aol c□m 
Mellnrla Marks 
O:>mmenrs of RiVEf View West DEIR Report 
Frooy, /li,ril 11, 2017 3;23:34 PM 

Dear Ms.Melfnda Marks, 

I am writing To share my thougtits and concerns about t he Rfver West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension 
DEIR 

I am a long lime Fresno resident and user or ttie current Eaton Trail . I am excited about t tie planned 
extension of this trail but concerned about access to the area. Please encourage the Board of Dlrecto~ 
to approve the project site with all three potentia l access points fncluded. These include: 

Perrin Ave. undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

Riverview Drive access evaluation as Alternative 1 

Palm (Nees access evaluaaled as Alternative 5 

I feel ii is very important to have access from the Fresno side of the river lo maximize use by Fresno 
residents a,nd to decrease car emmislons resul\fng from -a 10 mile round trip to tl1e Madera access 
point The Madera access is great for those resltl ing north of the San Joaquin River, 

Fresno is in need of trails easily accessed PY the public and our air quality Is a huge consideration. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Ellen Heminl( 

1-126 

A 
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Letter 
I-126 

R
esponse 

Ellen H
em

ink 
April 14, 2017 

 I-126A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5. The 

com
m

enter states that it is im
portant to m

axim
ize access to the trail for Fresno residents and to 

lim
it vehicle m

iles traveled. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. S
ee Section 3.4 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for evaluation of air quality. N
either the proposed project nor any of the 

alternatives w
ould result in a significant im

pact on air quality. 
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LETTER I-127: 
Larry Hendrickson, April 14, 20 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 

Sent 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Apri l 14, 2017 

Larry Hendrickson < larshendrickson@gmail .com > 
Friday, Apri l 14, 2017 2:48 PM 
Melinda Marks 

1-127 

[MSOFACE QUARANTINE] River Conservancy 3 points acess req uest letter 04 14 2017 
River Conservancy 3 points access request letter 04 14 2017.doc; River Conservancy 3 
points access request letter 0414 2017.odt 

Ri ver Conservancy 3 poiJ1ts access request I tters 04 14 2017 .doc and .odt attachm nts. 

TI1anks, 
any Hendrickson 

A:COM 
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A:COM 

April 14,2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Tra il Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments 

focus on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with 

all three potentia l access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access eva luated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR w ith all of these access points 

included. By includ ing all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing 

accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm 

and Nees), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region w ill have 

equ itable access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Hendrickson 

A 
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Letter 
I-127 

R
esponse 

Larry H
endrickson 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-127A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5.  

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-128: 
Thomas Holyoke, April 14, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ms. Marks, 

Thomas T Ho lyoke <tholyoke@csufresno.edu > 
Friday, April 14, 2017 3:48 PM 

Melinda Marks 
[MSOFFICE QUARANTINE) Comment on River West Fresno DEIR 

Holyoke Letter.docx 

Attached is my comment letter regarding the DEIR. 11rnnks! 

Tom Holyoke 

A:COM 

1-128 
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A:COM 

April 14, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaqu in River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I am writing to comment on the Conservancy's River West Fresno DEIR, especially 

regard ing public access. 

As I understand it, there are three possible public access sites currently being 

conside red by the Conservancy Board. I believe they are: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Pa lm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these points included. By 

including all three access points people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan 

Region will have equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Holyoke 

72.9 East Weldon Avenue 

Fresno, CA 93704 

A 
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Letter 
I-128 

R
esponse 

Thom
as H

olyoke 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-128A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5.  

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-129: 
Linda Hudson, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

1-129 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

bu@olo@nelSc.ace o.s,x 
MEiinda Marls, 
Re; Palm and Nees: Al:n!ss, In' Faver of Ah:emative SB 
Friday, Ap-il-14, 2017 5 ,44:47 PM 

-----Original MesSc1ge-----
From: hudsonln <hudsonln@netscape.net> 
To; Melinda. Marks <Melinda.Marks@sjrcca.gov> 
Sent: Thu, Apr 13, 2017 9:55 pm 
Subject Palm and Nees Access, in Favor of Alternative 5B 

The San Joaquin River is a wonderful asset for all of us and deserves to be fully enjoyed by 
everyone. Until her recent demise, I frequently took my mother to Spano Park a.t Palm and Nees and 
pushed her in her wheelchair along the concrete walkways. She loved the scenic river views and the 
ca lm, relax1ng atmosphere. Palm and Nees is a perfect and logical location for expanded vehicu lar 
access to the river as It provides a safe and convenient access point There are existing traffic lights, 
a multi-lane roadway and an easily accessible commercial proper(y. (My mother and I especially 
enjoyed eating frozen yogurt there after our walks.) The City of Fresno supports the Palm and Nees 
access point and I befieve ii is the sensible and responsible choice for everyone to enjoy our be<1utifu l 
river 

Linda Hudson 
259 W Bluff Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93711 

P.S. I arr resending this message because I forgot to include my name and address when I s:ent It 
last night. Sorry, 

A 
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Letter 
I-129 

R
esponse 

Linda H
udson 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-129A
 This com

m
ent states that the P

alm
 and N

ees avenues access point is the m
ost convenient for 

Fresno residents. There are existing traffic lights, m
ajor roadw

ays, and easily accessible 

com
m

ercial properties.  

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-130: 
James and Judy Keighley, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

.. 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 

Comment Card 
~ Please write legibl11 

Name: ~ ,zs f :itu'ia Y' ~I (ztlt-GV 

Organization: >,+-v ;J;,4;~ «1A.J Acc.+.:x, &;,,fr,/7/o /V 

Address: _gy3 LV, c,,..,~ <&«4r, Mf£['4'o, £1 ~J:7/I 

E-mail: 
------------------------

Comments: di'( WJ,::-& 4-&dl r c/,1-v6- LL//£,// t& 1£!12£-Vo cq 

wJklhl L 1vi;,r, d:&a s-@'/ ~ t£r &m&«& 1r Y JJ,1,&1< s 1r:A-0 
81-r:dt---lTt/3-,( 'Vd".?-8 /f'f J7zZ:. /Mi<w(f Y llvtlt-, /h7W51/@ IVS 
I/J~,PuC,1-:,1/CZQ c?<2A/.f/t2& Azc ,4<;;,;.15-c;-:r' A,i/L'J ;fow 1rw1u 

I 

££rGc-, Z)f1:: @di&« ,1/ 1/--y df 4: w Jft2?6: , U< .fffi~ 11(1{?1? 
S'4-1!-l'C, r1££., d&:«J n-M- Mt(J!Y 70 #A-l1/T>1J,() £«ct/ A 
Awf&CT, M£ ttLt.- d£.4A;f e2E &?.1,Jc,£;4,AJ,. .411() .vB.£4 nJ 
MI?!& /47,tdc ,VZ/4(n)'IPC?wK11&<= A--f:Cac1A-1P-4 IP&.{r: 

u/1£ ;MIZ (211/c,.r&;J -ze? AiT£t£Ahtf7//(i 1, &;.e.,1-u.rE /T 

Doc.C YtZT M-OV ,,,,-cco tt It-Y d:JJ J'!/l<;;[J 77ft?££ 1 JT v £.S-, ,,,-?-;vi(] 
; 

I£. ;t/t)Jt_£-S: 72d t!ff1/c;,;::= ~ ~,.[ UJ#/41; 1/14 G--.&/V'eA!./fL 

A,,1-,.-u., cf,.uvJ na:;. //7,(/,/h:t (} (~ ~C- IC[t-1&-C w£ ,/)(J 

.S-1,tt!/cVl.T ZWO d-t-T§.~A/--fTLl/4i:S'J' :Z ef .s;J8_ Mll/ JJ/4tl///11£ 
bdTll../.L lf--CZ!§fJ" A M:6 t/ 6--j/l CI.;( LM, ,1-e&t;-f!, /J?tJ l?P, dM1 
/J ~ /.44.l<J .,(,/ 6: C ·$,q; 7 d1-J O ,,-f-,,e£ <!d-P[!i<. 71) I ti ff L,,/ c.. 

Tttftv<; Kl o;!._IMJC),(/f d--/4v(J tP;J«d':t.-: 41//ct ~· wlt!tdl 
W,11(' ::7n cZltl(dy,1,t.... c~cfL, It/£ D<¼.CZ- ~££ @J/Jl4f -

&@ ME- & ~ tS-: Ef!:ML1 ---

Please send written comments on DEIR to Melinda Marks, Executive Officer, San Joaquin 
River Conservancy, 5469 E. Olive Ave., Fresno, CA 93727, or e-mail them to 
Melinda.Marks@sjrc.ca.gov. 

All Comments must be postmarked or e-mailed by April 15, 2017. 

A 
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Letter 
I-130 

R
esponse 

Jam
es and Judy K

eighley 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-130A
 The com

m
enter states that the C

onservancy needs to consider how
 the project w

ill affect the 

com
m

unity w
ith regard to traffic, public safety, fire protection, and the ability to m

aintain the 

project. 

The project w
ould not result in a significant im

pact on traffic (see Section 3.17 in V
olum

e I of this 

FEIR
), public safety (Section 3.5), or fire protection (Section 3.15). O

perations and m
aintenance 

are described in Section 2.5 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

.  

I-130B
 This com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because the im
pacts on traffic, safety, and 

fire protection do not address these issues. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

I-130C
 This com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because they provide better vehicular 

access, parking, and are closer to public transportation. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the P
roject or A

lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-131: 
Dave Koehler, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Melinda, 

David Koehler 
Melinria Macks 
Ri,er West Fresno DEIR Comments 
Friday, April 14, 201713 :42:59 AM 

1-131 

It's encouraging to see progress on the River West Fresno project and circulation of 
the DEIR. Knowing a ,good deal about the project, the Conservancy's mission, and 
its funding sources, I think its especially important that equitable access is provided. 

I urge the Conservancy to approve the project with all three access points--Highway 
41, Riverview Drive, and Palm & Nees. It's especially important that vehicle access 
at Riverview Drive is provided. I know that some see providing access at Rivervfew 
Drive as contentious; however, there are many examples of vehicle access to 
regional parks via neighborhood roadways throughout California. With proper 
design of a parking area and management, allowing cars to access via Riverview 
Drive will work well for Fresno and the neighborhood surrounding River West. It's 
the responsible thing to do in order to provide equitable access and meet the 
responsibilities the Conservancy has to its mission and fulfillment of state voter 
approved bond funds. 

Thanks to you and many others for your work on this project, it holds such great 
potential to provide healthy outdoor experiences for a'II the Valley's people--and 
other Californians like me. 

Best regards, 

Dave Koehler 
1291 Rim of the Redwoods Road 
Sebastopol, CA 95472 
davemkoeh!er@gmail,com 

A 
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Letter 
I-131 

R
esponse 

D
ave K

oehler 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-131A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5. The 

com
m

enter states that a properly designed project w
ould allow

 vehicles to use W
est R

iverview
 

D
rive in a m

anner consistent w
ith m

any other recreational facilities that also rely on roads through 

neighborhoods. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-132: 
Julie Linxwiler, April 14, 2017 

  

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

A:COM 

lLdie I lmwiler 
Melinda MaCM 
Ri,er Wes~ Eaton Trail Exrension 
Friday, April 14, 2017 9:07:17 PM 

April 14, 2017 

Ms Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin RfverConservancy 

5469 E. Olive Avenue 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms Marks, 

I am writing to provide comments on the River West Eaton 
Trail Extension DEIR. My comments focus on how access will 
be provided to the project slte. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve 
the project with all three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Ave Undercrossing accessed through Madera from 
Highway 41; 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated in Alternative 1; 

3. Perrin/Nees Access evaluated in Alternative S. 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all 
these access points. By including all three access points, 
people throughout the Fresno-Madera metropolitan region will 
have equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for considering these comments regarding access 
to the project site. 

1-132 

A 
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Letter 
I-132 

R
esponse 

Julie Linxw
iler 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-132A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5.  

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-133: 
Rachel Locke, April 14, 2017 

  

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Melinda Marks: 

Rachel Locke <rlocke201l@gmai l.com > 

Friday, April 14, 2017 3:24 PM 
Rebecca Raus 
River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

1-133 

I 'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus on how access will be 
provided to the project site. 

I ncourag the Cons rvancy Board of Directors to approve !he project sit with all thr e pot ntial ace ss points 
includ d: 

l. Perrin venue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Ne s Ace ss evaluated as Alternative 5 

s a memb r of th community, .I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these ace ss 
points included. TI1e San Joaquin River is a treasured resource used by both Fresno and Madera citizens. By 
including all thr e access points (Perrin venue undercrossing ace ssible from Madera County on the Old 
Highway 41 , Riverview Drive, and Palm and N es), peopl throughout !he Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Regio 
will have equitable access to the project site. 

Tirnnk you for your con ideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Rachel Lock 

A:COM 

A 
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Letter 
I-133 

R
esponse 

R
achel Locke 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-133A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5.  

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-134: 
George Madrid, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

1-134 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

□eocirid@strolobol net 
Melinda Macks 
tra~ aca,s,; 

Friday, April 14, 201712:16:07 PM 

Sent from Jil!.gjj_ for W indows 10 

l agree with your routes of access. You have given many hours of consideration and input from 

many people. I say g.ofor it. You should set up a table on the crossing at "River View Shopping 

Center'' signal ight cross-wa lk'' Hundreds of use rs cross every night' with walkers, runners, ladies 

with baby strollers, and bikers. A Tab le wit h signs will get input, and give out enve lopes to Join and 

donate . I would be wi ll ing to put up a table for a few hours . I even have a small tables. Just plastic 

signs banners are needed . 

Just supply the envelopes and the broacher's or sheets to give out 

George Madrid long time member 

Belong to 

Sierra Hills Conservancy, Wind Wolves Wild Land Conservancy, Sequoia Riverlands Trust. Docent at 

Blue Oak Preserve in Springville, the Vo lunteers at Carrizo Pla lnr., Colonel Allensworth Park 

Volunteers, and President of Sothern Sierra Archaeology Society. If you need our docents for 

Archaeology let us know. We specia lize in Rock Art and Native American Archaeology site 

i-ecordlng. We can teach kids about river gr1nding holes If you 'have any. 

A 
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Letter 
I-134 

R
esponse 

G
eorge M

adrid 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-134A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for the C

onservancy’s efforts to develop a trail extension. The 

com
m

enter is w
illing to help raise aw

areness for this project.  

The C
onservancy thanks you for the support. N

o further response is required. S
ee Section 2.3.1, 

“M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-135: 
Satya Mahanty, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-135 

from: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Sat@ Mahantv 
MEiinda Madss 
~ M•baotv s..1ya 
San Joaquin RiverAc.e:$ CoaliOOn 
rrida!, Apil-14, 201710:55,59 PM 

April 14th , 2015 

From: 
Satya and Manjula Mahanty 
333 W. Audubon Drive 
Fresno, CA - 93711 
~ tya.mahanty@comcast.net 

To : 
Ms. Melinda S. Marks 
Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive , Fresno, CA 93727 
me linda, rnarks@sjrc.ca .gov 

Ref: San Joaquin River Access Coalition 

Dear Ms. Melinda S Marks: 

Given the urbanization in most communities, I agree that it is important to provide 
citizens access to parks and recreational activities to improve the quality of life. We 
are happy to hear that the San Joaquin River Conservancy is making progress in 
developing plans to enjoy the natural topography of our land in the San Joaquin 
Val ley. 

I have reviewed the River Access Plans 1 and Plan 5B as proposed . Plan 5B gives 
the community the best and safest access to the river without causing traffic 
congestion and safety concerns on the residential streets. 

We have lived 1n Fresno Area since 1978 and moved to our current home in March of 
1989, when 
Audubon Drive was a quiet street enjoyed by the walkers, bikers, joggers, and visitors 
to Woodward Park from the Fresno/Clovis area . 

With the growth In Businesses North of Herndon Avenue, Palm Ave was extended up 
to Ness Ave. I learned that the Palm extension increased vehicular traffic on Ness 
Avenue . The city then opened Audubon Ave to bypass the vehicular traffic on Ness 
Ave. 

These changes resulted in Audubon Drive becoming a very busy street creating 

A 
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A:COM 

safety hazards for all the people accessing Audubon Drive for their activities. Morning 
and evening commuting hours had become especially challenging for residents in this 
ne ighborhood. 

Even though the speed limit had been posted at 40 MPH and Traffic Patrol Officers 
monitored the street at random, drivers tend to speed as well as use il legal 
maneuvers to pass other cars using center turn lanes. This caused added danger for 
residents to enter and leave their driveways, and for other vehicle entering or leaving 
Audubon Drive . This is another reason why Plan 1 wi ll not be safe alternative . 

Audubon Drive is a "S" shaped street that creates blind spots for drivers. Speeders 
are prone to lose control resulting in accidents. In the past years I have seen four 
accidents. Two of which invo lved my property . We lost two brick mailboxes, and a 
visitor's car parked on my driveway was totaled. In another incident a car hit a tree 
and luckily the young driver escaped with minor injuries. In another case a car 
smashed through a fence and dropped into a backyard, badly injuring a pet dog. I am 
not aware of any other accidents that may have happened on Audubon Drive. 

Given these existing traffic and safety hazards on Audubon Drive, which would be the 
main access road for Plan I, it is my opinion that having the access and parking at 
Spano Park (Plan 5B) would be the best option. 

Thank you for giving an opportunity to express our views on this project. 

Sincere ly, 

atya .Jvt.afianty 
'Emeritus Professor and· Cfiair 
'Deyarlment of .Jvt.ecfiani.ca{'Engineering 
Ca{ifornia State 'University, J'resno 

A 
(cont) 
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Letter 
I-135 

R
esponse 

Satya M
ahanty 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-135A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 5B
 as it is best suited to avoid traffic congestion 

on A
udubon D

rive. This road contains an “s” curve and people drive above the posted speed, 

creating a hazard for people trying to exit the neighborhood. S
everal vehicle accidents have 

happened on land ow
ned by the com

m
enter.  

The proposed project w
ould provide vehicular access at P

errin Avenue, w
hich w

ould direct 

vehicles onto SR
 41 rather than attract them

 through the neighborhood along A
udubon D

rive. 

See Section 3.17, “Transportation,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for m

ore inform
ation. 
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LETTER I-136: 
H. Ray McKnight, April 14, 2017  

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
SubjeCI: 
Oate: 

April 14, 2017 

Dear Ms. lvforks: 

Biv McKnight 
Mello@ Mad,:s 
River West Fresno Ea tan Trail & ter-o;ion DEIR 
Fiiday, April 14, ZOl 7 6:43:ll PM 

l'm writing to provide comments on the River Wci,1 Fr~no DEIR rc,garding adequate access to th~ 
project sik. 

I encouragc th to Cons<.1rvancy Board of Dirnctors to approve \h<1 proJ~cL ·,te with a ll three pol1mtial access 
points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Under~'Tcissing accesstod Lhmugh Madera lrum l lighway 4 1 
2. lliverview Drive Access evaluated as Altemolive 1 
3. Palm ees Acce.ss eva luated as Alternative 5 

I strong! encourage the Bom:d to approw the DEIR with. alf of these: access po:ints inclucfed in order la 
give people from 11,roughoul the f/resnn-Madem Metropolitan Rtig\On equ1table access to the project silc. 

'f'h.onk you for your coasideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

H_ Ray McKnight 

1-136 

A 
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Letter 
I-136 

R
esponse 

R
ay M

cK
night 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-136A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5.  

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-137: 
John and Zarrin Nelson, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Name: ~Hf\) cv.,..£ z~ Ne.lsc~I 

Organization: 

APR 14 2017 

----------------------
Address: 2.Z.8 tv~ BLUFF ./lve<P HGesrvo) ~- '1'3 7/ J 
E-mail: j ,-.'{he &a.rv ~ C/J°'J,=• Cb-m 

Comments:.~~~,d_:_~~::!::\----~----===~~~:\---J~~~~..£2~-

Please send written comments on DEIR to Melmda Marks, Executive Officer, San Joaquin 
River Conservancy, 5469 E. Olive Ave., Fresno, CA 93727, or e-mail them to 
Melinda.Marks@sjrc.ca.gov. 

All Comments must be postmarked or e-mailed by April 15. 2017. • ? 
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P

age 2.3-671 

Letter 
I-137 

R
esponse 

John and Zarrin N
elson 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-137A
 This com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 and support for A
lternatives 3 and 5. The 

com
m

ent also expresses concern public safety issues that have been raised by hom
eow

ners 

m
ultiple tim

es over the years this trail has been considered. A
lternative 1 is not consistent w

ith 

G
eneral P

lan. H
aving a parking lot in the R

iver w
ould take aw

ay from
 view

 of the natural setting 

creating noise, increased crim
e and fire hazard.  

D
esign preferences expressed in this com

m
ent is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. G
eneral Plan 

consistency is discussed in Section 3.11, “Land U
se and P

lanning,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

.  As 

show
n in Table 5.12-1, “C

om
parison of Environm

ental Im
pacts of the Project w

ith im
pacts of the 

Alternatives,” A
lternative 1 w

ould result in sim
ilar im

pacts to land use as does the proposed 

project. Im
pacts of aesthetics w

ould be less than that of the proposed project, w
hile im

pacts on 

public services (law
 enforcem

ent and fire protection) w
ould be sim

ilar betw
een the tw

o. 

I-137B
 This com

m
ent states that the trail alignm

ent in A
lternative 1 is not near to the R

iver. A
lternatives 3 

and 5 w
ould put it closer to the R

iver. The com
m

enter is w
orried that placing trail too close to 

hom
es w

ould represent a fire hazard and points out the path of a prior fire that threatened hom
es 

on the bluff. Trail users could accidentally start a w
ildfire. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration. H
azards of w

ildfires are evaluated in S
ection 3.15, 

“Public S
ervices,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. The study area lies w

ithin the existing service area of 

the Fire D
epartm

ent and w
ould not alter response tim

es or otherw
ise alter perform

ance 

standards. Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
 describes C

onservancy rules developed for project operation, including prohibitions on 

cam
ping, open fires, sm

oking, dogs off-leash, and other m
easures to protect public health and 

safety that lim
it potential for w

ildfires. 

I-137C
 This com

m
ent states that locating the parking lot under A

lternative 1 w
ould increase air pollution 

and noise and exacerbate the traffic at A
udubon D

rive, creating safety issues. This com
m

ent 

expresses support for A
lternatives 3 and 5 because A

lternative 1 puts the neighborhood at risk of 

fire. The com
m

enter asks w
hy the trail cannot go along the R

iver. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration. Air quality is evaluated in S
ection 3.4 in Volum

e I of 

this FEIR
. As show

n in Table 5.12-1, “C
om

parison of E
nvironm

ental Im
pacts of the Project w

ith 

I 
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P
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im
pacts of the Alternatives,” Alternative 1 w

ould result in sim
ilar im

pacts to that of the project w
ith 

regard to air quality and noise.  
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LETTER I-138: 
Charles D. Oren, April 14, 2017 
 

 

A:COM 

1-138 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Charles O Oren 
Melinda Mades 
5an Joaquin Ri,er Pa:ess 
Friday,April H ,201711:59:SZAM 

Dear Ms. Marks: I am a homeowner at345 w. Audubon drive, Fresno. ca. I am also a member of 

San Joaquin River Conservancy. I am familiar with the current proposals for access to the River. I 

am very concerned with proposal Alternative 1, whlch requires access from Audubon and Del Mar 

Avenues. I can't see how anyone would cons ider this a viable option. There are better locations for 

access to the river by car. Assess Alternative Plan 58 makes much better sense. I am hoping 

reasonable minds prevai l here. Have you had a good ciVII engineer look at Alternative 1? A major 

access th rough a quiet residential area creates all kinds of problems for everyone. Very Truly Yours, 

Charles D. Oren 

A 
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Letter 
I-138 

Response 
C

harles O
ren 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-138A
 This com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 due to the vehicle traffic already on A
udubon 

and D
el M

ar, and expresses support for A
lternative 5. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-139: 
Tracy L. Parker, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Ms . Marks: 

tt:Aa: oodsrr 
Meltncta Macks 
Ri,er West Fresno Ea Ion Trail Extension DEIR 
Friday, April 14, 20179:53:24 PM 

rm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno· DEIR. My comments focus on how access 
will be provided to the project site, 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential 
access points included: 

1) Perrin Avenue Undercrossi11g accessed through, Madera from Highway 41 
2) Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Altemative 1 
3) Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative S 

Approval of the DEIR including all three access points will ensure that every member of the community 
has an opportunity to enjoy the beauty of the San Joaquin River. 

ll1ank you for taking the time to read and consider my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Tracy L. Parker 

1-139 

A 
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Letter 
I-139 

R
esponse 

Tracy L. Parker 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-139A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

I 
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LETTER I-140 
Blake Patton, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subjed: 
Date; 

4/14/17 

ea rron 61a ke 
Melio<la Marks 
Public A:<t>ss 1Xl River West Ftesno 
Friday, ¾,ii 14, 2017 3:03:20 PM 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments 
focus on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 
three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

1 strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points 
included. By including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing 
accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm 
and Nees), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have 
equitable access to the project site, 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerelyr 
Blake Patton 

1-140 

A 
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Letter 
I-140 

R
esponse 

B
lake Patton 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-140A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the P
roject or A

lternatives.” 
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LETTER I-141: 
Cyndi Peterson, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subjoct: 
Date: 

Hello, 

C:Vodi f'etr:ono 
Melinda MaW 
Lewis 5, Eaton Trail E>tensfon 
Fi'iday, Ap,1114, 2017 9:29:0S AM 

1-141 

I :just want to exp res~ my preference for Alterative 3 "near or along the river'' and Alterative Sb parking 
at Palm/Nees regarding the Lewis S. Eaton Trail exteRsion to Palm/ Nees, 

Sincerely, 
Cyndi Peterson 
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Letter 
I-141 

R
esponse 

C
yndi Peterson 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-141A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 because it places the trail along the R
iver and 

A
lternative 5B

 because it places parking at P
alm

 and N
ees avenues.  

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

I 
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LETTER I-142: 
Denise Dadian Sniffin, Psy.D., April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

Cerda-Sniffi n Ps 1chology Group 
Deni~ D. Soi ffi tl, i>sy .D 

Licensed Clinical Psychologist PSY #24999 
6777 N Willow Avenue Fresno CA 93710 

Phoi1eC 9)440-1004 l'ax(559)298-10211 

April 14, 2017 

Melinda Marks 
fa:ecutive Officer San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 K Olive 
Fresno CA 93727 

RI, : r•resno River Ii est Pr,~ect 

J am a lifelong citizen of .rrnsno County an.cl lam delighted t)lllLclecisi.ons are being msde to move forward 
with the Fresno River West Project The 22 mile long -project will improve tho quality of life for all 
indi vidua ls living in the Fresno/Madera area. 

/'v; someone who grew up with few resources and no access to nature trails, parks ancl ril'ers I strongly 
,mpport,·iver access for everyone. After many years ofhRrd work. education >1nd 2,1od luck I WR$ ableto 
prnvidl:Tesources Cormy familysnd "'" have atcrued many wonderful memories of our time enjoying 
nature, mountains and rivers. J want that for all families. 

I have th~ good forl une oflivi.ng along the bluff of the San Joaquin River. I lov~ my neighborhood and 
surrounding ar~a. However, in the last few years ttaffic in then~ighborhocd has increased significantly. 
Alon,g with the increased traffic comes incre4~ed noise and I ,tter. A.dd it ion al ly, it h~~ become increasingly 
difficull to drive out of our neighborhood due to the t.raffic on A\Jdtibon al Del Mar. 

Our neighborhood has long bee,n in favo r of safe and resport1ible development of tl-.e river for all citizens. 
I have talked with my neighbors and we »grec that the rivor is an asset to b~ safely enjoye<I by cvcrj•0ne. 
w~ have vo licl conccrnsrelatcd to traffic, wild fires, fire and police protection, water safety, vandalism and 
tra.~h and we do not bel ieve it is in the best interest of nnyone lo approve vel1icle access to the river $t Del 
Mar and Riverview 

I am ~ttongly oppo~ed to alternative 1 for the rooson.~ mentioned and it is in direct <1pposirion to the City 
ofFrc ·no's 2035 General Plan. The parking lot as proposed will drreclly aITctt the peaceful e1cioymenl of 
my home_ 1 am sb·ongly in favor of Alterm,tivr 3. which provides for trails near and a long the river. ] am 
strongly in f:wor of Alternative 5 with river access located at Palh1 and Nees. It is a commercial comer 
so U1ercwi ll he no im pact to residential trnfficand then~ isan existing traffic ~ig_nal. 

Finally, ram appreciat ive of all the partic$ involved ·who no doubt invested a great cloal oftim~ torcscarcl~ 
develop and present these alternati ve piru,s_ You have made a contrihution to our cott1 llluhity that will be 
enjoyed by future ge.ru:rations. Please make a we LI -reasoned decision and adopt a p lan tliat has th-, least 
negative impact on existing residenLS in the area while providing access for all to lhe Sall Joaquin River. 

Respectfully. 

Denise Dadian Sniffin, f>l:y .D 
320 W 13luff Ave111.1e 
Fresno A 9371 l 

1-142 

A 

B 
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Letter 
I-142 

R
esponse 

D
enise D

adian Sniffin, Psy.D
 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-142A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for the trail extension, but concern that traffic, noise, public 

safety, and vandalism
 w

ould increase as m
ore people are attracted to the R

iver. 

See Section 3.17, “Transportation,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for an evaluation of traffic im

pacts. 

The proposed project w
ould not degrade the operating condition of any studied roadw

ay segm
ent 

or intersection. S
im

ilarly, the project w
ould not create a significant increase in noise as evaluated 

in Section 3.13 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, nor w
ould the project decrease public safety (Section 

3.15).  

I-142B
 This com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 for issues discussed above and 

inconsistency w
ith Fresno G

eneral P
lan and the location of access road to reach parking. This 

com
m

ent expresses support for A
lternative 3, w

hich w
ould place the trail nearest to the R

iver, 

and for A
lternative 5, w

hich w
ould place parking near existing com

m
ercial uses. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-142A for evaluation of noise, traffic, and safety im

pacts associated 

w
ith Alternative 1. The com

m
enter’s design preference for Alternative 3 is noted. The E

IR
 

analysis found that Alternative 3 w
ould require m

itigation beyond that of the proposed project and 

the alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster Plan that require a m

inim
um

 setback 

distance from
 the R

iver. Alternative 5 w
as found to require additional m

itigation to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials and requires the C

onservancy to purchase land 

from
 w

illing sellers on m
utually agreeable term

s. 

I 
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LETTER I-143: 
Jacqueline Spencer, April 14, 2017 

 

 

A:COM 

1-143 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Toro aorl Jackie Sneoc~r 
Mel!ocia Macks 
R1ve1" Pari<way fc.ces• 
Friday, A.iii 14, 2017,'., 58:04 PM 

Please convey my opinion to the Conservancy Board of Directors that access to River West Fresno Eaton 
Trail Extension should include all three points under consid.eratlon in the DEIR (Perrin Aven ue, Riverview 
Drive and Palm/Nees). This jewel should be open to all members of our community and easy access is 
what encourages people to take advantage of it. Having three distinct points also distributes traffic so 
that one area isn't overburdened. 
Thank you, 
JacqueliI1e Spencer 

A 
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Letter 
I-143 

R
esponse 

Jacqueline Spencer 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-143A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

I 
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LETTER I-144: 
Judith Swick, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

ff'om: 
To: 
~ 
Melinda Macks 

Subject: River West Eaton Trail Extension 
Friday, April 14, 2017 6 :33:30 PM Date: 

Apnl 1'1 , ,oJ7 

Ms Melinda Mc1r , 

San Joaquin River Con,ervan ·y 

54 8 t Olive Ave11ue 

Fr!:'sno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms Mark~. 

Jam wrmng to provide r,omments on the f{iver West ~aton Trail txtenslon OUR. 
My comments focu~ on how acce~ will be provided to the proJect site. 

I em;ourage the Consep1ancy Boartl of D1rc;ctors lo approvc the proJei.::t with ;ill 
three potential access points 1nclutJed: 

1. P rnn Ave Undercro551ng i;!Ccess;ed lhrough Madera frorn Highway 41 . 

2 RiveMcw Dnve Access evaluated In Alternative 1. 

3. Perrin/ ee, Acee~ evaluated In ,\lternative 5. 

I strongly encourage the Boord Lo approve the DrJR w1t.h all these access points. 
By lncluding all three acces~ pcilnts, people tl1roughoul the Fresno Madera 
1rretropolm111 region w,11 have equitable ,:icce;1; to the projeL1 site. 

Th;,nk y u lor considering thew comments: regarding ace<;,, to the prOJect ,1\<:. 

Judi th Sw,ck 

slickjasz@yahoo.CQm 

1-144 

A 
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Letter 
I-144 

R
esponse 

Judith Sw
ick 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-144A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for an alignm

ent that includes three access points: The 

proposed access at P
errin A

venue under S
R

 41 along w
ith A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5. 

The design preference raised in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further response 

is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

I 
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LETTER I-145: 
Peter and Laurie Weber, April 14, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Please see attached. 

A:COM 

Pete Weber < Pete@lweber.com > 
Fri day, April 14, 2017 10:03 AM 
Melinda Marks 
sweaver@riverparkway.org 
[MSOFFICE QUARANTINE] Eaton Trail DEIR Comments 
Eaton Trail DEIR Comments, pweber.docx 

1-145 
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A:COM 

April 13, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks, Executive Office 

San Joaquin River Conservancy, 
5469 E. Olive, Fresno CA 93727 

Subject: Lewis S. Eaton Trail Extension 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Peter and Laurie Weber 
320 West Bluff Ave . 
Fresno, A 93701 

We are strong proponents of the Eaton Trail extension and, specifically, of the importance of providing 

access to the River from the Fresno side of the river. We were, however taken aback by what appeared 

to be a very biased presentation of the DEIR alternatives at the open house meeting held at the Pinedale 

Community Center on March 141h. The analysis of alternatives, as presented at the Pinedale meeting, 

appears to have started with a conclusion and mapped backwards. The video that was shown to 

attendees was highly misleading and appeared intended to influence opinion towards a predetermined 

conclusion. 

We have since reviewed the DEIR in some detail and are convinced that some of the proposed 

alternatives will not survive a legal cha llenge under CEQA. We are also convinced that the Conservancy 

fai led to have the full ra nge of feasible alternatives properly analyzed, particu larly with respect to 

parking at Palm and Nees. It is our hope, however, that common ground can be found on a path forward 

that will avoid a CEQA cha llenge and enable citizens of Fresno to enjoy the San Joaquin River sooner 

than later. 

I will not repeat here specific concerns that are being raised by other Bluff property owners and by the 

attorney representing Bluff property owners in this matter. Instead, I will raise a number of questions 

for your consideration. 

Alternative# 1: 

1. Why was alternative #1 even considered when it is so disruptive to a peaceful, quiet 
neighborhood and directly violates the City of Fresno's 2035 General Plan (which calls for only 
pedestrian and bicycle access at Del Mar/Audubon)? 

2. Given that Alternative 1 requires future approvals by the City, how can the City issue its 
approva ls when those approvals would be inconsistent with the 2035 Genera l Plan? 

3. Why did most of the alternatives, including Alternative #1, ignore the City' s 2035 General Plan, 
which calls for the t ra ils to be as proximate to the river as possible? 

4. Why did the conservancy allow presentation of a DEIR with a traffic impact analysis for 
alternative #1 that is so obviously inadequate and flawed? 

5. Why was there such cavalier consideration of the impacts on property owners of a roundabout 
at the proposed location? Was the intention that the City of Fresno would address this through 

{7507/002/00708401.DOCX} 

A 
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A:COM 

eminent domain, even though the City's 2035 general plan opposes vehicular access at the I 
proposed location? 

6. How does the Conservancy plan on compensating landowners whose properties are going to be 
physical ly affected by the improvements requi red for Alternative 1 at Audubon and Del Mar? 

D 
(cont) 

7. Why is there no mention in the DEIR of the NOX and particulate pollution impacts that would be I E 
caused for Bluff neighborhood residents under Alternative #1? 

Alternative# 5: 

1. Why was Alternative #5, which provides at-grade parking and far better ADA and senior access 
near the river given such short shrift in both the DEIR and the Pinedale Open House? It comes 
across as almost an after-thought for which insufficient time or resources were available to 
complete the analysis, which is very strange given that this is the only alternative that complies 
with the parking and access provisions of the 2035 General Plan. 

2. Why was the engineering work done by the City of Fresno to analyze the feasibility of 
Alternative# Sb ignored in the feasibi lity analysis? 

3. Why were the property owners that would need to be involved in the implementation of 
Alternative# 5 not consulted as to their interest in being willing sellers? Such consultation 
would have yielded the response that there is a wi lling seller that would enable implementation 
of Alternative #5 b. 

4. Alternative #Sb is a reasonable, feasible alternative that warranted discussion in the Draft EIR, 
and shou ld be included as an alternative in the Final EIR. 

F 

The hopeful solution would appear to lie with Alternative# 3, which is consistent with the City of FresnoI 

2035 General Plan and provides the best access for citizens from throughout Fresno (existing bus 

routes), coupled with Alternative# Sb, which would provide the ADA access and at-grade parking that G 
I'm certain all Fresno res idents would favor. 

Past executive leadership of the Parkway Trust has unfortunately encouraged socia l activists to paint 

Bluff neighborhood residents as elitists who want to limit access to the River, even though I persona lly 

know Parkway Trust board members who neither believe or share that view. I hope there will be no 

repetition of that. I am a social activist myself, having founded the Fresno Bridge Academy, which is now 

working to help lift the economic prospects of more than 2,500 families in nine neighborhoods of 

concentrated poverty in Fresno county (six in the City of Fresno - including Pineda le -- and three in rura I 

areas). Many of my neighbors are equa lly dedicated to improve quality of life for all the residents of 

Fresno. I would find it highly offensive for us to be painted as being disinterested in the wellbeing of our 

fellow residents. As committed as I am to improving the prospects for the most vulnerable among us, I 

am also committed to avoidance of public safety, traffic safety and congestion, as well as noise and air 

pollution issues in my own neighborhood when better options are available. 

My wife Laurie joins me in expressing our appreciation for your consideration of our comments. 

Peter E. Weber 

{7507 /002/00708401. DOCX} 
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Letter 
I-145 

R
esponse 

Peter and Laurie W
eber 

A
pril 13, 2017 

I-145A
 The com

m
enter states that he attended the P

inedale C
om

m
unity m

eeting and found the video 

describing the alternatives to be biased and the alternatives evaluation in the E
IR

 to be deficient.  

The EIR
 analysis considered six design alternatives to the proposed project including variations 

on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicular access, and parking lot locations. The C

onservancy 

believes the EIR
 provides a reasonable range of alternatives sufficient to allow

 for a reasoned 

choice. It is not clear from
 this com

m
ent how

 the alternatives are inadequate.  

I-145B
 The com

m
enter asks w

hy A
lternative 1 w

as considered, and states that  A
lternative 1 is not 

consistent w
ith the C

ity G
eneral P

lan and w
ould disrupt a peaceful neighborhood. 

Alternative 1 provides convenient access for residents of the Fresno m
etropolitan area, including 

increased opportunities for disadvantaged com
m

unities w
hile increasing parking capacity. 

H
ow

ever, this alternative w
ould require traffic im

provem
ents at the intersection of Audubon and 

D
el M

ar that are beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to im

plem
ent. See response to 

C
om

m
ent I-145A for m

ore inform
ation. 

I-145C
 The com

m
ent asks w

hy the Fresno G
eneral P

lan w
as ignored w

hen m
ost of the alternatives w

ere 

designed. The com
m

enter w
onders how

 the C
ity can issue approvals for A

lternative 1 w
hen it is 

not consistent w
ith the G

eneral P
lan. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis considered six design alternatives to the 

proposed project including variations on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicular access, and 

parking lot locations. The C
onservancy believes this is a reasonable range of alternatives 

sufficient to allow
 for a reasoned choice.  

The C
onservancy, as a state entity, is not subject to local governm

ent land use planning, and 

therefore the C
ity of Fresno G

eneral P
lan is not an “applicable plan” under State C

EQ
A 

G
uidelines Section 15125. See Section 3.11, Land U

se, of the Final EIR
 (Volum

e I) for an 

evaluation of consistency w
ith the G

eneral P
lan.  

Alternative 1 w
as found to create a significant im

pact at the intersection of A
udubon D

rive and 

D
el M

ar A
venue, w

hich requires traffic control that is beyond the ability of the C
onservancy to 

im
plem

ent, as this authority lies w
ith the C

ity of Fresno. For this reason, the traffic im
pact of 

Alternative 1 w
ould be considered unavoidably significant unless the C

onservancy B
oard w

ere to 

approve this Alternative w
ith a condition that the W

est R
iverview

 D
rive vehicular access rem

ain 

closed until the tim
e the C

ity installs a traffic control device at this intersection. 

I 
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age 2.3-691 

I-145D
 The com

m
ent states that the traffic analysis in D

E
IR

 is flaw
ed for considering A

lternative 1. The 

com
m

enter states that the C
onservancy has shw

on a cavalier attitude tow
ard im

pacts on property 

ow
ners if a roundabout w

ere to be constructed at the intersection of A
udubon and D

el M
ar. The 

com
m

enter asks w
hether the C

ity of Fresno w
ould acquire the land needed to im

plem
ent this 

im
provem

ent through em
inent dom

ain, and asks h ow
 the C

onservancy plans to com
pensate 

landow
ners w

ho w
ill be affected by the traffic im

provem
ents.  

See response to C
om

m
ent I-145C

, above for inform
ation on this subject. It is beyond the 

authority of the C
onservancy to construct the needed im

provem
ents at this intersection, so the 

EIR
 has identified an unavoidable significant im

pact for traffic under Alternative 1.  

I-145E
 The com

m
ent asks w

hy the E
IR

 does not m
ention exposure to N

O
x and particulates associated 

w
ith A

lternative 1. 

See Table 5.6-2 and 5.6-3 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for quantification of criteria air pollutants 

generated during construction and operation of Alternative 1. Included are N
O

x and particulates. 

All air quality im
pacts of Alternative 1 w

ould be less than significant. 

I-145F 
The com

m
ent asks about A

lternative 5 short shrift in light of the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral 

P
lan provisions, lack of feasibility analysis, property ow

ner consultation regarding w
illingness to 

sell and inclusion in the D
E

IR
? 

Please see A
lternative 5B analysis in the partially revised D

EIR
. See also Section 3.11 in V

olum
e 

I of this FEIR
 for an evaluation of project consistency w

ith policies of the G
eneral P

lan. 

I-145G
 The com

m
enter’s support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 are noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, 

A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for the proposed project. 

The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay M

aster P
lan requiring 

that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. S
ee S

ection 5.11, 

“A
lternative 5B

: N
orth P

alm
 A

venue A
ccess,” in V

olum
e I of this FE

IR
. The analysis found that 

A
lternative 5B

 w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s B
luff P

rotection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill.\ 

I-145H
 The com

m
ent is about the desire to im

prove the prospects of those in the m
ost vulnerable 

com
m

unities in Fresno, but also com
m

itm
ent to the avoidance of im

pacts on the neighborhood. 

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I 
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LETTER I-146: 
Tom Wielicki, April 14, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Io@u Wi~lickt 
MfliodaMarks 
Com~l:s regarding San Joaquin River Parkway Ftoject from Ftof. Tom Wielickl 
Frfday, Api\>14, 2017 4 :16:26 PM 

Fresno, April 7, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E. Olive 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

1-146 

As a resident of City of Fresno for the last 33 years I am writing this letter in s 

support of your effort to develop San Joaquin River Parkway into a functional and 
sustainable amenity that will contribute to the improvement of a 11fe style of all 
citizens of our city. Specifically, I would like to urge you to consider Alternative 3 
regarding access to the Parkway from Hwy 41 and Ness/ Palm intersections and 
here is Why : 

1. Safety: I have lived in the Bluffs neighborhood for the last 20 years and can 
testify to the fact that traffic problems have been growing there at an accelerating 
pace especlaHy at the access point on Audubon and Del Mar. Declaring it as an A 
access point to the Parkway (Alternative 1) would render this intersection virtually 
unusable and greatly jeopardize safety of not only Bluff residents but also thousands 
of commuters who are already passing through this intersection every day f rom Palm 
Avenue toward Friant. 

2. Functionality of the trails: It ls obvious that the main attraction of the 
Parkway will be San Juaquin River; therefore it follows that the path or walkway 
should be as close to the water as possible. Fully functional trail requires easy 
access by the fire department, police, paramedics as well as visitors hauling verity of 
sport equ1pment like bikes, jet skis, kayaks or horses. Jamming .residential area with B 
this kind of traffic would be clearly dangerous to all involved, while Alternative 3 
resolves this problem by utilizing Hwy 41 area and nonresidential area of Palm and 
Ness. 
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A:COM 

3. Sustainability of the solution: we all know that project of this magnitude can 
be successful only with the continuous commitment of resources and support of 
citizens. I think you would be surprised knowing how many Bluff residents are ready 
to support this project. In spite of some misguided attempts to paint us as elitists 
we actually represent extremely diversified group of people coming from different 
ethnical, cultural and racial backgrounds. As someone who was born and raised in 
Europe I can really appreciate an idea of creating nature friendly, livable city zone to 
be enjoyed by all. And yes - "we DO want it in our backyard;'! We just want it to 
be designed the way which will foster our long term support for this project versus 
turning the whole neighborhood against it. This vvay is - Alternative 3; designating 
two access points to the Parkway at Hwy 41 and Palm / Ness intersection (as 
suggested by the City of Fresno General Pan for 2035). 

Dear Mrs. Marks, we live in a divisive world when lots of great ideas get lost in an 
ugly political game. I remain hopeful that you and your Board in its wisdom will 
make a right decision that will make people like me to write their next check to 
support your project instead of contributing to litigation cost to defend the safety of 
our neighborhood. 

Much too many great ideas have been buried or stal led this way in our country. 
let1s safe this project together. 

Sincerely, 

Dr, Tom Wielicki 
Professor Emeritus of Business 
Craig School of Business 
California State University, Fresno 
5245 N. Backer Ave MS P87 
Fresno, CA 93740 
voice:(559)278-2416; fax: (559)278-4991 

C 
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Letter 
I-146 

R
esponse 

D
r. Tom

 W
ielicki 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-146A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 access to the P
arkw

ay from
 H

w
y 41 and 

N
ees/P

alm
 intersections stating A

lternative 1 w
ould render intersection of A

udubon and D
el 

unusable because of safety issues related to accelerating traffic problem
s. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 and opposition to A
lternative 1 is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for 

the proposed project. The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay 

M
aster P

lan requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the 

R
iver. The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W

est R
iverview

 D
rive. S

ee 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, S
pano Park, and the W

est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. V

ehicular access to a parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. 

Alternative 5, w
hich includes an access point at P

alm
 and N

ees avenues, w
ould require 

acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require 

additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. See Section 

5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found 

that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

I 
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address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

I-146B
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 because path should be closer to the R
iver and 

resolves traffic issues in the residential area by utilizing the S
R

 41 area and nonresidential area of 

P
alm

 and N
ees avenues. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-146A. 

I-146C
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 because w
ould provide tw

o access points to 

the P
arkw

ay at S
R

 41 and the intersection of P
alm

 and N
ees avenues, as suggested by the C

ity 

of Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-146A. S

ee also Section 3.11 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for an 

evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 
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LETTER I-147: 
Connie Young, April 14, 2017 

 
 

A:COM 

1-147 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 141 2017 

Cooor• Young 
Mellnd;, Marks; 
Ri,e.~West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 
Fri:lay, /lpril 14,2017 3:29:23 Pl! 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin Rfver Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus 
on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I ehcourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 
three potential access points included: 

1, Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2. Riverview Dtive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve t he DEIR with all of these access points 
included, By including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible 
from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive1 and Palm and Nees), 
people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access to 
the project site. 

Thank you for your conside~ation of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Connie Young 
4442 N Van Dyke 
Fresno, CA 93705 

A 
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Letter 
I-147 

R
esponse 

C
onnie Young 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-147A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three potential access points—

at the P
errin 

A
venue undercrossing via S

R
 41, at R

iverview
 D

rive evaluated as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues evaluated as A

lternative 5—
for equitable access to people throughout the Fresno-

M
adera M

etropolitan region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of A
lternatives 1 and 5 and the proposed project is 

noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during 

deliberations on the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian 

and bicycle access w
ould be provided at four locations: Perrin A

venue, S
pano P

ark, and the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to the 

parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41. See S

ection 2.4, “Project 

D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

.  

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-148: 
Tom Zimoski, April 14, 2017 

 
  

A:COM 

To: 
Subject 
Date~ 

April 14, 2017 

Tomllrmski 
M~hnda i,rarics; 
R1,er West DBR rnrrmimt 
Fri'.la1 , April 14, 1017 3:35:16 PM 

Ms, Melinda Marks 
San Joaquil\ River Col\servancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to comment on the River West Fresno DEIR, In particular 011, 
how access will be provided to the River West property. 

I hope the Conservancy Board of Directors will approve the DEIR with 
all three of the following access points included: 

1) Perrin Avenue Uridercro~slng, accessed from the Madera County side 
2) Riverview Drive Access (Altematfve 1) 
3) Palm/Nees Access (Alternative 5) 

Although 1, like many other people, walk onto the property from points 
near both 1) and 2) I underst<1nd that.this ain't strictly legal. I 
hope th at 1t will 'be soon . 

·Tha11k you for your time, 

Sincerely, 

Tom Zimoskl 
Fresno, CA 

1-148 

A 
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Letter 
I-148 

R
esponse 

Tom
 Zim

oski 
A

pril 14, 2017 

I-148A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three access points—

at the P
errin A

venue 

undercrossing via S
R

 41, at R
iverview

 D
rive evaluated as A

lternative 1, and at P
alm

 and N
ees 

avenues evaluated as A
lternative 5—

 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of A
lternatives 1 and 5 and the proposed project is 

noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during 

deliberations on the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian 

and bicycle access w
ould be provided at four locations: Perrin A

venue, S
pano P

ark, and the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to the 

parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41. See S

ection 2.4, “Project 

D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-149: 
Linda Amparano, April 15, 2017  

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hola Ms. Marks, 

Linda Amparano <pinesal t@ao l.com > 
Saturday, April 15, 2017 9:19 PM 
Melinda Marks 
River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extention DEIR 
Scan0002.pdf 

Attached you will find my comments and recommendations for the RWFETE project 

Thank you fo r your consideration. 

Linda Amparano 

A:COM 

1-149 
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April 15, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I' m writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus on how access 

will be provided to the project site. 

My name is Linda Amparano and I live and work in the Pinedale Community. I have been a strong 

advocate for our community for over 20 years. My husband's family has been here 5 generations. 

I strongly encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project with Alternative 3 and 

SB and the Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41. 

I personally go to the east side of the river every Saturday by accessing the trails at Woodward Park. 

This past year l have embarked on a health journey and I have lost 80 pounds by eating clean and by 

walking Eaton trail and the trails at Woodward Park as a part of my fitness regime. I have inspired many 

of my neighbors to walk the park as well. We also walk down Palm to Nees and around Palm Bluffs. If we 

had a trail at that juncture it would be an amazing asset to the community of Pinedale as well as to the 

rest of the City. Many of our residents use that area to go down to the river already to fish. 

Many years back, Sharon Weaver asked me what I thought about river access for our community. I was 

never one to go to the river although I knew many of my neighbors did and it was important for the 

community as a whole to have access. She never showed me at that time, Palm and Nees was an option. 

Maybe it wasn't then, I don't know. I am sure if it was, she would have stated all possibilities. 

Now that I am active outside the possibility of having a Palm and Nees access to trails is so exciting! 

The Riverview Drive Access, Alternative 1 isn't a good idea for many reasons. The connecting street 

Audubon is too busy as it is. I don't even use Audubon when l go to Woodward Park every weekend. 

It would also be so intrusive for the neighborhood in that area. The community and city have been good 

to the community of Pinedale, we need to be good neighbors-as well and support surround 

neighborhoods to be quiet and safe. 

The river is an asset that should be safely enjoyed by everyone ! 

A 

B 
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A:COM 

Although I received and email from Sharon Weaver questioning the viability of SB; I have seen all of the 

Youtube videos that show the different entry points, and SB Alternative 3 it is the one that makes the 

most sense. 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with these 2 access points included. By including 

these 2 access points (Palm and Nees, and Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible from Madera County 

on the Old Highway 41), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable 

access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

~J,_ -" 
Linda Amparano~'-'~ 

7361 N. San Pablo 

Pinedale CA 93650 

559-908-8195 
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Letter 
I-149 

R
esponse 

Linda A
m

parano 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-149A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 and the P

errin A
venue undercrossing 

from
 S

R
 41 because it is im

portant for the w
hole com

m
unity to have access to the R

iver.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B and the proposed project is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. See D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. The proposed 

project includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: P
errin Avenue, S

pano Park, and 

the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill Avenue entrances to the B

luff Trail. V
ehicular access to a 

parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41.  

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed project. 

The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the Parkw

ay M
aster Plan requiring 

that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive.  

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. 

I-149B
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because A
udubon D

rive is too busy and this 

alternative w
ould be intrusive for the neighborhood. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The EIR
 analysis 

studied m
ultiple alternatives, including Alternative 1, w

hich w
ould place vehicular access at the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under 

Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at acceptable 

LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the 

Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic 

delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in Section 5.6 in Volum

e I of 

this FEIR
 concluded that im

pacts w
ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning 

construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C
ity 

constructing and operating traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1. 

Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno, and the 

I 
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C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they are 

controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to be significant and unavoidable. 

I-149C
 The com

m
ent reiterates support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-149A about A

lternatives 3 and 5B. 
 

I-149D
 The com

m
ent expresses encouragem

ent to board to approve the tw
o access points (P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues and the P

errin A
venue undercrossing at S

R
 41) for equitable access to people 

throughout the Fresno-M
adera m

etropolitan region. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-149A about A

lternative 5B
 and the proposed project. 
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LETTER I-150: 
Susan B. Anderson, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

from: 
To, 
Cc: 
5ubiolct: 
Date: 

s1se0 aQder:soo 
MeUncb Marks 
Sbamo Yfraxer 
Comments on River West Fresno f;,(Dn Trail Extension DEIR 
Saturday, Aj:(il 15, 2017 10:33:2-4 PM 

Dear Melinda: I am emailing you to provide comments on the River West Fresno DE1R. As a past board 
member and Chair of the Conservancy and now a board member for the Parkway, I have a long history 
and a stTong interest in the Parkway. I want to encourage the Board members of the Conservancy to 
<1pprove the project site with all three access points induding: 

1. Perrin Avenue Under-crossing accessed through Madera from Hlghway '11 
2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative S 

It is not reasonable to elJmlnc1te any of these three access points . I hope that the Conservancy bo<1rd 
wlll take a stand for access that is equitable and rea.1. ll1e public deserves no less. 

Thank youl 

Susan B. Anderson 

1-150 

A 
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Letter 
I-150 

R
esponse 

Susan B
. A

nderson 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-150A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for all three potential access points—

at the P
errin A

venue 

undercrossing via S
R

 41, at R
iverview

 D
rive evaluated as A

lternative 1, and at P
alm

 and N
ees 

avenues evaluated as A
lternative 5—

for equitable access to the P
arkw

ay.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of A
lternatives 1 and 5 and the proposed project is 

noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during 

deliberations on the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian 

and bicycle access w
ould be provided at four locations: Perrin A

venue, S
pano P

ark, and the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to the 

parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41. See S

ection 2.4, “Project 

D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-151: 
Roger Anthony, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-151 

f<on,, 
To: 

Subject: 
Date : 

Roger Anthom1 
1-ltllnd! J·tarls 
Re: comments-- on far 
S.tunl•f, ~pril 1 S, "2017 9, S 7c27 AM 

4-15-2017 

The River West Fresno Project 

The Alie/native entry points to connect to the Eaton Tra il show only one logica.l location and that is at 
Palm/Nees. The River View entrance is an encroachment into a residential community that requires a complete 
transformation of the neighborhood. Starting at Audubon's bridge and ending at entrances from Churchill. 
Increased traffic will create too many safety problems for the inhabitants of this neighborhood. Criminal acoess 
wi ll accelerate along Vllllh i,edestrians walking IM'lere there are no sidewalks. Tt,e Perrin access point is 
certainly better than transforming an entire neighborhood structure. The slanted video and remc1rk.s made 
against Pc1lm/Nees show a bias in the presentation. Fresno has more open space per person than m:>st large 
cities but the urging for recreational areas stems from a bias towards cities with large concentrations of 
apartments and high rise condominiums. Front and back yards in Fresno create their own park like 
settings. The palm entrance can and should v,ork to the best advantage of all concerned. 

-- - -Orig inal Message-----
From: River Parkway Trust <sweaver@rlverparkWay org> 
To: anthonyrealty <anthonyrealty@aol.com> 
Sent: Sat, Apr 15, 2017 9:04 am 
Subject This is your last chance to ask for access 

The River Wesl fresno project is key to the expansion of Lewis S- Eaton Troil 
system arid to advancing the vision o f a 22-mile Parkway a long the San 
Joaquin River_ This project will be a regiona l amenity serving trail users, 
fishermen, hikers, cyclists, 1unners, wild life watchers, and families from 
Fresno and Madera. 

We a ll want a project tha1 meets the needs of everyone ln our 
community. We want o project that is safe and accessib le. We want o 
project that will improve the quality of life for people living in the Valley. 

And that's where you come in . Your comments will make a difference. 
Please take the time today to submit your comments about what you 
won1 to see on !he River West Fresno project. 

Today is the last day to 
submit comments on the 
River Wesf Fresno Drott 
Environmental Impact 

A 
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Report I DEIR). 

Your comments 
matter. Please take the 
time to submit a comment 
today, 

We encourage you to submit comments that request the Conservanoy 
Board to approve the DEIR with all three access points (Perrin Ave 
undercrossing accessible from Madera County on Old Highway 41 , 
Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees). 

Send your comments to: 
Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive 
Fresno, CA 93727 
or Melinda Marks@sjrc ca gov 

liil 

Click here t o download a sample letter, 
Iii) 

Over the last two months, we've been sharing information about the River 
West DEIR, including the various project alternatives. The River West Fresno 
project is complicated. II has been our goal to provide information and 
help you understand the complexities of the various alternatives included 
in the DEIR. 

In order to help you better visualize the project and alternatives described 
in the DEIR, we've made some videos. You can check out the videos by 
visiting the River Parkway Trust's YouTube channel 
at https·/ /www.youtube.com/user/SJ RParkwayTrusf. 

We"ve a lso archived the previous emails that include information about 
the River West DEIR. Click here to review them. 

You can review the River Parkway Trust's previous comments on this 
projecl at httos://www.riverparkwav.orQ/index.oho/land-and-trails/river­
Yle.S.L 
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Sincerely, 

Sharon Weaver 
Executive Director 

STAY CONNECTED 

1g 

l!I 

San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservat,on Tri.ls , 
11605 Old Friant Road, Fresno, CA 93730 

SafeUnsubscnbe'" anthonyrealty@aol com 
Forward this e,nail I Update Prof] le I About our service provider 

sent by sweayer@rlverparl<WaY org In collaboration with 

[g 
Try it free today 



San Joaquin R
iver C

onservancy 
R

iver W
est Eaton Trail Extension Project 

Final Environm
ental Im

pact R
eport, Volum

e II: 
C

om
m

ents and R
esponses to C

om
m

ents 
C

om
m

ents and R
esponses to C

om
m

ents 
 

 

 
P

age 2.3-710 

Letter 
I-151 

R
esponse 

R
oger A

nthony 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-151A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for access at P

alm
 and N

ees avenues because R
iverview

 D
rive 

access w
ould be an encroachm

ent, causing increased traffic, safety problem
s, and crim

inal 

access. The com
m

enter claim
s that there w

as bias against access at P
alm

 and N
ees avenues 

and that Fresno has m
ore open space per person than m

ost large cities. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for access at Palm
 and N

ees avenues and opposition to access at 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 5, Palm

 and N
ees Access, 

w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually agreeable term
s, and 

w
ould require additional m

itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See Section 

2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. The EIR

 analysis studied m
ultiple alternatives, 

including Alternative 1, w
hich w

ould place vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. 

Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient 

capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic 

volum
e is anticipated to increase because visitors w

ould turn at the Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar 

Avenue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. 

The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that 

im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning construction of the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C

ity constructing and operating 

traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation 

m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno, and the C
onservancy cannot 

guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented because they are controlled by another 

agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to be significant and unavoidable. 
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LETTER I-152: 
Tim Bakman, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Janah Wright 

From~ 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

--Orrginal Message--

Tim Bakman <tim@bakmanwater.com> 
Saturday, April 15, 2017 9:18 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Barry@HerbBauerSportingGoods.com; kristinewalter@comcast.net 
FW: 04/15/2017 21:09 
DOC041517.pdf 

From: Bakman Toshiba Copier [mailto:bakmancopier@bakmanwater.com] 

Sent: Saturday, Apri l 15, 2017 9:10 PM 
To: Tim Bakman <tim@bakmanwater.com> 
Subject: 04/15/2017 21:09 

Scanned from e355Sc 
Date,04/15/2017 21:09 
Pages:1 
Resolution:300x300 DPI 

PDF FILE ATTACHED 
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A:COM 

Hi Melinda, 

I have been out of town working on a project in the Los Angeles area so I have not had a chance 

until now to comment on a situation that I had thought was put to bed . I am sending you a note to 

express my displeasure with your groups continued support of locating a parking facility on the River 

bottom off Riverview; otherwise known as "Alternative 1" of the DEIR. Bottom line ... lt's not going to 

happen! I am against This alternative, my neighbors are against it, and both the City of Fresno and the 

Fresno County Board of Supervisors have opposed it through a 2010 San Joaquin River and Bluff 

Protection ordinance. The concept was even negated in 2014 with the adoption of the City of Fresno 

203S General Plan. Why your organization seems to disregard what is obvious is a mystery to me. I 

would guess either a lack of intelligent and/or skilled leadership or some vendetta against a group of 

people that have been and hope to remain supportive of the River West Project. I for one would rather 

write checks to help further the Trails progress and to promote a clean and safe environment for 

everyone to enjoy than I would to pay attorneys salaries. 

On another note, the notion of enlisting minority groups to champion some delusional cause 

based on combating racism and elitism by those that oppose this planned parking facility is frankly a 

tired and last ditch effort to evade the fact that the opposition has formed it views based on vehicular 

impacts, not the people that are driving in the cars. The mitigation of these traffic impacts, with cost 

prohibitive roundabouts and/or traffic signals if "Alternative 1" were adopted will do nothing but throw 

more liabilities the City's way and make an already impacted vehicular flow situation through 

established residential neighborhoods even worse. There are better and more sensible alternatives by 

which to control the automobile traffic generated by those wishing to utilize the river bottom by 

diverting it to areas that are already prepared to accept the challenges ... " Alternative SB" for example, 

which wasn't even given the consideration it deserves. 

In closing, I must tell you that I am impressed with the work that has 

been accomplished by your staff, the sub-contractors, and the many volunteers to improve the Trail . 

This truly is a hidden gem that all of Fresno should be proud to be part of. I also enjoy seeing all the 

activity that is happening. The River is alive and needs people to enjoy all it has to offer. The financial 

responsibilities in keeping the trails safe and free of trash and litter are not going to happen without the 

combined and concerted efforts of many groups, organizations, and individuals not to mention State 

and Local Government involvement. We all need to be working together, not wasting our energies on 

conflicts, in this case, just "Alternative 1" is a deal breaker. I will promise you two things. Continue to 

pWili,for a parking facility off Riverview and this River West Project will be embroiled in both lawsuits 

and ill will, enough to a point that both you and I will be long dead and gone by the time anyone will see 

its first stage completed . Now wont that make the politicians and taxpayers happy they entrusted the 

current people in charge with the management and over sight of funds for this project?!! The second 

promise; and I hope this comes to pass, is that we all play nice and come to the realization that we all 

need each other to pull this off for the people of Fresno. If that happens, I promise I will divert the fund 

that I would have paid the attorneys to stop the illogical location of a parking facility in the middle of a 

State Authorized Wildlife and Bird Sanctuary/Reserve/Refuge and with a happy heart, give them to the 

Agency that will best take care of the River for all the people of Fresno and Madera. 

Sincerely, 

~ ( 

¼hM2 J 

A 

B 

C 

D 
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P

age 2.3-713 

Letter 
I-152 

R
esponse 

Tim
 B

akm
an 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-152A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 stating it w
as opposed through 2010 S

an 

Joaquin R
iver and B

luff P
rotection O

rdinance and negated in the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral 

P
lan. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternatives 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The EIR
 analysis 

studied m
ultiple alternatives, including Alternative 1, w

hich w
ould place vehicular access at the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under 

Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at acceptable 

LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the 

Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic 

delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in Section 5.6 in Volum

e I of 

this FEIR
 concluded that im

pacts w
ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning 

construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C
ity 

constructing and operating traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1. 

Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno, and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they are 

controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to be significant and unavoidable. 

I-152B
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because the m
itigation of traffic im

pacts w
ill 

cause C
ity liabilities, w

ill m
ake im

pacted vehicular flow
 w

orse in the neighborhood, and other 

alternatives, such as A
lternative 5B

, deserves consideration. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-152A about A

lternative 1.  

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. 

I-152C
 The com

m
ent expresses support for the w

ork to im
prove the Trail and all the activity that is 

happening, and that the R
iver needs com

bined efforts of m
any to keep the trails safe and free of 

trash and litter. 

I 
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P

age 2.3-714 

See Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The project w
ould include ongoing m

aintenance activities including trash service, vegetation 

trim
m

ing, and sim
ilar m

ethods to ensure a w
elcom

ing experience. This com
m

ent is not directed 

at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is required. 

I-152D
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because the location of the parking facility off 

W
est R

iverside D
rive in the S

tate A
uthorized W

ildlife and B
ird S

anctuary/R
eserve/R

efuge is 

illogical, w
ould create ill w

ill, and law
suits w

ould delay the project. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternatives 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access and parking lot at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
E

IR
 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. V

ehicular access to a parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  
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LETTER I-153: 
Daryl L. Balch, April 15, 2017 

 

:::L 
Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Daryl Balch <balchlandservices@sbcglobal.net> 
Saturday, April 1-5, 2017 4:03 PM 
Melinda Marks 
[BULK] River West Fresno DEIR 
San Joaquin River Conservancy EIR.pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 

Please see attached letter dated April 15, 2017. 

A:COM 

1-153 
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A:COM 

April 15, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

VIA EMAIL 

For the people to fully enjoy and appreciate the San Joaquin River recreation area, access and 
parking areas must be retained and expanded. To fully experience the river bottom. improved 
access is needed from the Palm Avenue at Nees Avenue location and the Riverview Drive site. I 
did not visit the Perrin Avenue point, but it should also be improved to the maximum extent. 

Improved access to the regional recreational resource will benefit current and future 
generations. This should be possible with minimal disruption to nearby neighborhoods. It is very 
important for Conservancy Board of Directors to keep future generations in mind as the Draft 
EIR is contemplated and debated. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Daryl L. Balch 

4869 N. Harrison #106 
Fresno, CA 93755 

A 
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P

age 2.3-717 

Letter 
I-153 

R
esponse 

D
aryl L. B

alch 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-153A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for retained and expanded parking and im

proved access to the 

S
an Joaquin R

iver at P
alm

 A
venue and N

ees A
venue, R

iverview
 D

rive, and P
errin A

venue to 

benefit future generations, and because should be m
inim

al disruption to nearby neighborhoods. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval for access at Palm
 and N

ees avenues, W
est R

iverview
 

D
rive, and Perrin A

venue is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed project includes m
ultiple points of 

access. Pedestrian and bicycle access w
ould be provided at four locations: P

errin Avenue, Spano 

Park, and the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicular 

access to the parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of S
R

 41. See Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-154: 
Daniel R. Baxter, M.D., April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subjoct: 
Date: 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Daniel B &xrec 
Melinda Marts; 
River Wost Fresno Eaton T1ail Exlalsion DEIR 
Saturday, ,'.pnl 15, 201712;2!3:Sl PM 

rm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus 011 how access 
will be provided to the project. 

1-154 

ram a resident of the Bluffs. Speclfically, I reside at 207 w Bluff Avenue. l drive right by the Riverview 
Drive entrance every day. 

Unlike most of my· neighbors, I have no problem with public access to the river via this entrance . In 
fact, I use it myself, and encourage others to do so as well, 

{ do, however, believe that a public parking lot SHOULD be constructed downslope from the cu(rent end 
of pavement. Thls makes sense: 
1) This is the only one of the three potential entrances that l1as a slope conducive to a road and parking 
lot. In fact, there is already a dirt ,road In place already, to both park lands and to a private residence. 
2) I DO agree with my neighbors that without such a parking lot there will be a massive influx of cars 
parking in what Is now a quiet residential neighborhood. History has already proven this to 'be true: 
One need only look at the private shopping center parking lot at Frla nt & N Fort Washington Road any 
weekend or weekday evening. There are scores of people who Tnappropriately overwhelm that parklng 
lot in order to gain easier (and free) acess to the Eaton Trail just north of Woodward Parle 

r also believe that access can & should be 111 place at all three proposed access points. This will make it 
easier for the public (more options), disperse the crowds, and make driving times and distances more 
environmentally lessened for those driving from Madera County (the highway 41 bypass road entrance) 
and central Fresno (the Pia m Ave entrance). 

Daniel R Baxter MD 
207 W Bluff Ave 
Fresno 93711 

baxbarnowl@att.net 

A 

B 
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Letter 
I-154 

R
esponse 

D
aniel R

. B
axter 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-154A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for access at R

iverview
 D

rive. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

H
ow

ever, Alternative 1, w
hich includes vehicular access at W

est R
iverview

 D
rive, w

ould increase 

opportunities for access to the trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the 

intersection of Audubon D
rive and D

el M
ar A

venue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy 

to ensure im
plem

entation of m
itigation at this intersection (see Section 5.6 in Volum

e I of this 

FEIR
). 

I-154B
 The com

m
ent expresses support for access at R

iverview
 D

rive because w
ithout the parking lot 

there w
ill be influx of cars parking in the neighborhood sim

ilar to that at the parking lot at the 

shopping center at Friant and N
. Fort W

ashington R
oad, and only alternative that has a 

dow
nslope, w

hich is conducive to a road and parking lot. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-154A. 

I-154C
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three proposed access points as this w

ould 

give m
ore options for public access, disperse crow

ds, and m
ake driving tim

es and distances less 

im
pactful to the environm

ent.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project.  

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 

I 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
  

 Page 2.3-720 

LETTER I-155: 
Bart Bohn, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subjoct: 
Date: 

Melinda, 

llal:t..a.lm 
Melinda Mark~ 
Ri,@r Wo,st DEIR Cl:,rrmonts 
Sa turday, April 15, 2017 2;26:44 PM 

These are my comments regarding the River West DEIR: 

Name: Bart Bohn 

Organization: San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust and resident of 
the neighborhood adjacent to the project site 

Address: 8302 North Victor Avenue, Ftresno1 CA 93711 

E~rnail : bbohn2@gmail.com 

1-155 

COMMENTS: The initial goal of the San Joaquin River Parkway was to protect the 
river corridor for 22 miles from development to provide open space and river access 
for the benefit of all of the residents of the region. This is particularly important 
because of the lack of parks and recreational facilities within the urban area that 
include access to natural water features. The San Joaquin River is the one nearby 
natural amenity that can best meet this need. Throughout the nation, communittes 
have recognized the value of such amenities by developing public access to rivers, 
lakes, bays, and seashores. 

This goal can best be achieved by building on earlier successes of the San Joaqu in 
River Conservancy by continuing to extend the Eaton Trail on public lands along the 
River and by providing frequent public access points to the Trail and to the RN er. 
As with typical regional recreational facllities, many users will access the parkway by 
vehicle. E1Jidence of the scope of the unmet need for such facilities is the recent 
dramatic increase in unauthorized users accessing this public property for A 
recreational purposes as noted by the vehicles parked on the streets in this 
neighborhood. To avoid this potential disruption to adjoining neighborhoods, 
virtually every Federal, State, County, and City park or open space has been 
establ'ished with, on-site parking. 

Based on these points, I would recommend developing every feasible access point 
for pedestrian, cycling, and vehicular- access-------particularly where public right-of­
way already exists. Multiple access points for vehicles also has the benefit of 
reducing loca l traffic levels when new facilities are 1legally opened to the public by 
the Conservancy. This approach would' be consistent with Alternatfve 1 when 
colilsidering the limits of the current project. I would certainly support addit ional 
access points, particularly In the vicinity of the Palm/Nees Avenue intersection, when 
a future project is proposed. That future connection would enhance the value of 
River West as a t ransportat ion route for cyclists. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Bart Bohn 
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Letter 
I-155 

R
esponse 

B
art B

ohn 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-155A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for developing every feasible access point for pedestrian, 

cycling, and vehicular access to reduce local traffic levels at new
 facilities, particularly w

here a 

public right-of-w
ay already exists, consistent w

ith A
lternative 1, and at the intersection of P

alm
 

and N
ees avenues to enhance the value as a transportation route for cyclists. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for developm
ent of all three access points is noted. This inform

ation 

w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See D
EIR

 S
ection 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project 

includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin A
venue, Spano P

ark, and the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to a 

parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41.  

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-156: 
Judy Brandon, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
.Subjoct: 

11 ,cit B@n®n 
Meli □do Macht 
Fwd: Ri•~r West Ft5no Eaton Trail Ext<msion DBR 
Saturday, /\pril 15,2017 9:49:49 PM Date: 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Judy Brandon <Uittlejb66@sbcglobal net> 
Subject: River West Fresno Eatoh Trail Extension DEIR 
Date: April 15, 2017 at 9:41 :03 PM PDT 
To: Melinda Marks@sjrc ca gov 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

I am writing to respond to the requested comments regarding the River 
West. Fresno DEIR. I am most interested in how access will be provided 
to the proj ected site. 

As a resident of Bluff Crest, I am requesting that the Conservancy Board 
of Directors approve the project site using only the the Perrin Avenue and 
Palm/Nees access points. (Plan 3 or Plan SB) I am deeply opposed to 
the Riverview Access Point. I am already extremely concerned regarding 
the congestion and parking problems which al ready exists. Not only are 
there cars creating a problem but when the occupants get out of their 
cars they stand in the roadway blocking oncoming traffic. Retrieving their 
fish ing gear, or whatever they may be taking down to the river, takes A 
precedence over the oncoming cars. I can only imagine the tremendous 
increase in traffic and resulting congestion that would occur if the 
Palm/Nees access was approved. 

The reason I purchased my home here was for the peace and tranquility 
of the area. If this access was approved, our way of life here would be 
forever cnanged and I am concerned for our safety. 

It is my request that the Board approve the DEIR with only the Perrin 
Avenue and Palm and Nees access points. 

Thank you for you r consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Judy Brandon (Judith A.) 

331 W. Bluff AVe. 
Fresno, CA 93711 

Telephone # 559-447°9919 
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P

age 2.3-723 

Letter 
I-156 

R
esponse 

Judy B
randon 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-156A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 and opposition to the R

iverview
 

access point because of existing congestion and parking problem
s, concerns about safety, and 

changes to neighborhood peace and tranquility.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B and opposition to the R
iverview

 D
rive 

access point is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed project does not include vehicular 

access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
. The proposed project includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin 

Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill Avenue entrances to the B

luff 

Trail. Vehicular access to a parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41. 

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed project. 

The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the Parkw

ay M
aster Plan requiring 

that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee Section 5.11, “Alternative 

5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that A
lternative 5B

 

w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address 

inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 
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LETTER I-157: 
Wendy Brox, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-157 

To: 
.Subject: 
Date: 

Wendt ao:»; 
Mrll □dil Mads, 
Opinion of s upport 
Saturday, April 15, 2017 9:20:22· AM 

Ms Melinda Marks: 

I. have reviewed in detail the River West DEIR published onlfne at: 

http://sjrc .ca .gov /Eaton-Trail-Extension-EI R/ 

As a long term resident in Fresno, an enthusiastic user of the Eaton Train and an 
involved volunteer in a youth serving organizations, I do have an interest & concern. 

The overall project of the Fresno River West Eaton Trail Extension is very exciting. 

I am of the opinion that the San Joaquin River Conservancy would be unjust to 
approve the 'DS:R without additional vehicular access, 

1 fill strongly that the project should be approved to include the Alternate 
routes (preferred) using the existing road route that had been used by 
the sand & Gravel Company in the past, 

Thank you for an opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

~Wendy Brox 

~Be Still and know ... 

A 
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Letter 
I-157 

R
esponse 

W
endy B

rox 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-157A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 5, using the existing road route that had been 

used by the sand and gravel com
pany, for additional vehicular access. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. A
lternatives 1, 5, 

and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider additional vehicular 

access options. H
ow

ever, Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing 

sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require additional m

itigation to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-158: 
Catherine Caples, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

To: 
S ubject: 
Date: 

Catbecine Gaol""" 
Melinda Marka 
Comt,ent in s upport Of San Joaquin River Parle.way west,,m trail @x pansion 
Saturday I A~l 15, 2017 6:55:42· PM 

1-158 

I hope the all 3 access points will . 'E included ln the expansion to the west of Highway 41 and that I 
expansion will continue to west of 99 eventually. A 
Respectfully, 
Catherine Caples 
7232. W Dovewood Lane 
Ft'esno CA 93723 

Sent from my iPhone 
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P
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Letter 
I-158 

R
esponse 

C
atherine C

aples 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-158A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for all three access points to the w

est of S
R

 41 and hope that 

expansion w
ill eventually continue to w

est of S
R

 99. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. V

ehicular access to a parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41. 
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LETTER I-159: 
Michael Carrillo, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-159 

To: 
S ubjoct: 
Date: 

M rcbael ram no 
Melinda Marks 
Riv@r Wost Fresno Eaton T1:ail Extension DEIR Corrro@nl 
Saturday, April 15,201710:22:<l6 AM 

April 15, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Prcs110. CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

l)ear Ms. Marki,: 

I believe that all Cali:fomia rivers are tate treasures. TI1ey should be accessible to al l 
resideuts and visitors with minimal hindrances for all to enjoy. TI1e San Joaquin River and its 
immediate ettvi.rons. are no exception. 

'l11e purpose or this ktter is to enc()urage lhe Con .:rvam:y Board of Dir.:ctors lo appmve tl1e 
project sit •s ofthrct: riotential aci.:css point~ in t he Fresno-Madera areas tl1at are under 
consideration for the River W.:st Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR. ·111ese ac.:oess points 
are: 

l. TI1e Perrin Avenue Undercrossing (wbi h would be an access point from Madera 
Cc>u11ty) 

2. Riverview Drive Acce8s (evalunted as Altemative l 

3. Palm/Ness Access (evah,ated a~ Ahemalive S) 

Access to the San Joaquin River in 1he Fresno Metro area is quite limited considering 1he 
kngth of the river tlu-ough 1hc area. 111rcc more access points to this t!'easurl.c' would be 
beneficial to the residents of the Fresno-Madera communities. 1 highly encourage the Board 
to approve the DEIR for tbe above listed access points. 

Thunk you for taking the time lo onsider my comment$. 

Michael Carrillo 

2377 E Rush Ave 

Fresno. CA 93730 

A 
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Letter 
I-159 

R
esponse 

M
ichael C

arrillo 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-159A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three access points—

at the P
errin A

venue 

undercrossing via S
R

 41, at R
iverview

 D
rive evaluated as A

lternative 1, and at P
alm

 and N
ees 

avenues evaluated as A
lternative 5—

for equitable access to residents of the Fresno-M
adera 

com
m

unities and because existing access is lim
ited. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points (A
lternatives 1, 5, and the 

proposed project) is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The proposed project includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four 

locations: Perrin A
venue, S

pano Park, and the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill Avenue 

entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to a parking lot w

ould be at the Perrin A
venue 

undercrossing of SR
 41. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. H
ow

ever, Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for 

access to the trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of 

Audubon D
rive and D

el M
ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C

onservancy to ensure 

im
plem

entation of m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
). S

ee 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-160: 
Greg and Linda Clark, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

A-om: 
To: 
Subjoct: 
Date: 

r:1Ufomiarlarks@mora:st oe, 
Melinda Marka 
San Joaquin River Aa:!!<S Coalition 
Saturday, /\pril 15,2017 3:05:34 PM 

1-160 

We are homeowners Jn the Bluff area of Audubon and Del Mar and we are urging you 
to support Alternative 3 and Alternative 58. 

Thank you . 

Greg and Linda Clark . 
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Letter 
I-160 

R
esponse 

G
reg and Linda C

lark 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-160A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, 

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed project. 

The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the Parkw

ay M
aster Plan requiring 

that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee Section 5.11, “Alternative 

5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that A
lternative 5B

 

w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address 

inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 
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LETTER I-161: 
Sharon Benes, April 16, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Ft-om: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attacbments: 

5bamo f½oes­
Mellnda Marts 
Ri,er West Fresno Eaton Trail Exterision DEI R 
Surda1, ,\i:,ri l 16, 20 179:56:47 PM 
Lettll..- M, Marks, SJRCion<ervanC'/ Trust, 4-17.cdf 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Please see attached letter providing my comments to the Eaton Trail Extension. 

Thank you, 
--Sharon Benes 
656 E. Normal Ave . 
Fresno, CA 93704 

1-161 
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A:COM 

'April 1'6, 2 OH' 

Ms. Melinda Millk~ 

San )Qaquin River Cons!:ltvancy' 

5%9 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, r;A.93727 

Re: Riv.er Wtst Fresno E13tti11 Tt>ail J;:.raen'Sion DEIR 

DearMs. Marxs : 

I'm vvritlngto provide comments ·on the RrverWest Fresn-o DEIR. My comments 

forms tin }row• acces., vvill be·provided to the project site, 

I encourage the Conservancy B1.rartl. of DiPectorsto ,!pprovetheproj e·ct •site with a11 
threep:Otentli;ll acce·ss points i ncluded: 

1, Perrin Avenue Undercro ssiri;gaccesse·dthrough M-adenafrom rHig!nllti!:}' 4i1. 

2·. Riv.ein.,i,eW Vriv.e. Access ~aluatedas Alternative 1 

3. Palm/ Nees Access ey-aluated as Alternative 5 

I ·stron,_gly encourage the Board to approve the DEi!{ v..ffn all of these access points 

i:ia cluded. Byincluding all three act:ess points 0Pemn Av.eni.rn tindercrassing 

accessible from Madera County· on the Old Highway 41, Ri,verview Drive-,.and Falm 

and Nees) , people th-rpughoilt !4e Fresno.-MaderaMe'tro·politan Region will have 

equitable access to· the proj.ect site. 

fnrn}fView, a.key 'O bjettive of the ST Rive.r Parkway is to bu!)d an appreciation and 

knowledge of the river =angst Fresno .resi.dents. Greater access to the river-will 

h~p ·to devel0p l4is awareness which iµ turn, -will proviq~ greater suppor;t fo r 

conseivation activities. 

Th arik y0u for your con:sideratit1n of the-.se· c;.onu:nents, 

=-----~-Ji~--- ~ 
Sincerely, 

Sharon E. Benes 

Professor, Fresno State-and 

Resi.den t, Ci tj of Frest.rll 

A 
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age 2.3-734 

Letter 
I-161 

R
esponse 

Sharon E. B
enes 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-161A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three access points—

at the P
errin A

venue 

undercrossing via S
R

 41, at R
iverview

 D
rive evaluated as A

lternative 1, and at P
alm

 and N
ees 

avenues evaluated as A
lternative 5—

for equitable access to the project for people throughout the 

Fresno-M
adera m

etropolitan region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. V

ehicular access to a parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-162: 
Ricardo and Pricila Centeno, April 16, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Binudo Centeno 
Helfnda r.tadss: 
Ri,er Wes~ Eaton Trail Extension Project 
~rday, P.,ril 16, 20171,'19:07 PM 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

This i Ricardo and Pricila Centeno. We are residents of 328 W ~agle Court, 
Fresno, A, 93711. 
We :favor access option 5b, aft.er much deliberation with our neighbors i.n the 
8aJ.llCfil"e0.. 

We- hope you will consider ou.r preference in your decision proccs 
Thank you vci llluch. 

1-162 

A 
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Letter 
I-162 

R
esponse 

R
icardo and Pricila C

enteno 
A

pril 16, 2017 

I-162A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 5B
. 

The com
m

enters’ preference for Alternative 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, See 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis 

found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed 

project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to 

address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er 

landfill. 
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LETTER I-163: 
Manny and Lynn Fagundes, April 15, 2017 

 

 

A:COM 

1-163 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject! 
Date: 

I YOO fimhndrti 
Mel!D41 Mark§ 
kristinewalt.er@comc.ast.net Waller 
River-West Project 

Saturday, Ap(il 15, 201712:56:00 PM 

Hello RiVer Friends, 

We have. lived on the. Bluff overlooking the 'H' pond for 28 years and have watched the river bottom 
evolve into the San JoaQUTn River West Project. Over the years we have donated time and money to 
the s, J, R. Parkway , 

So now it Is exciting to see the river bottom close to being opened to the public ! 11 

Having a bird's eye view, 24· 7, of the area proposed for the River West Project, we want to offer our 
help and recommendations for a safe and responsible development of the area. 

TI1is first phase of a 22 mile long project can be the basis for something valued by all of Fresno for 

years !!!I! I 
Knowing how it looks ALL year, wet or dry, the Trail needs to be CLOSE to the RIVER, not at the base 
of the Bluff where there is NO view, just dirt. 

Entrances, exits and parking need to be convenient to visitors, Police, Fire, Emergency and 
Maintenance. Parking under Hwy. 41 and an entrance to a Parking Lot near Palm/Nees, is 
recommended . Vehicles are NOT conduc1ve to the river's Natural Environment !!! 1! 

"Alternative l" proposes an entrance going down River View Dr. into the river bottom to a parking lot 
,md raises many s,1fety concerns !! I! I Vehicles in and out of this small neighborhood onto <1n alre;idy 
congested Audubon Dr. spells 11ccidents waiting to happen l!1 

I 
I 

River View Dr. needs to stay an entrance for foot and bike traffic as well as EMERGENCY vehicles ONL YI 
!II!!! Therefore we recommend " ALTERNATIVE 3 or 5B." Please refer to the City of Fresno 2035 
General Pli!n . 

The people of Fresno expect the River Bottom to be a Safe and Glean destinatfon. It will be a GREAT I 
ASSET and EXPERIENCE for all .... iL. The River Project includes the 11bility to Fund, Protect and 
Maintain the S. J. River West/ Eaton Trail Extension Project .ind its many visitors. 

Thank You for your time to hear our concerns and serious consideration of Alternatives 3 and SB, 

Sincerely, 

Manny 11nd Lynn Fagundes 304 WP.5t Bluff Ave. f(e5no1 Ca. 93711 lynnfugundes@gmail.com 

A 

B 

C 

0 

E 
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Letter 
I-163 

R
esponse 

M
anny and Lynn Fagundes 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-163A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for a trail close to the R

iver and not the bluff w
here there is no 

view
. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. In Alternative 3, the 

trail extension w
ould be aligned closer to the R

iver’s edge (around the O
 P

ond) in the m
ore 

southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and w
ould rem

ain as proposed by the project in the 

northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board 

for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond those of the proposed project and this trail alignm
ent 

conflicts w
ith policies of the Parkw

ay M
aster P

lan. 

I-163B
 The com

m
ent is about the need for entrances, exits, and parking to be convenient to visitors, 

police, fire, em
ergency, and m

aintenance and expresses support for the proposed project w
ith 

parking under S
R

 41, and entrance to a parking lot near P
alm

/N
ees because vehicles are not 

conducive to the R
iver’s natural environm

ent. 

See D
EIR

 S
ection 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project 

includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin A
venue, Spano P

ark, and the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to a 

parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41. Like the proposed project, the 

alternatives w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or perform
ance 

standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould occur. The project as w

ell as alternatives 

w
ould im

prove response by law
 enforcem

ent and em
ergency first responders to the R

iver bottom
 

com
pared to current conditions. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. A

lternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees access, w
ould require acquisition of 

private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require additional 

m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. 

I 
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I-163C
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 entrance at R
iverview

 D
rive that goes to a 

parking lot at the R
iver bottom

 because of safety concerns, vehicles entering and exiting the 

sm
all neighborhood, and existing congestion on A

udubon that could result in accidents. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. The proposed project includes pedestrian and 

bicycle access at four locations: P
errin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W

est R
iverview

 D
rive and 

C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to a parking lot w

ould be at the 

Perrin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. 

I-163D
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 and 5B
 and opposition to A

lternative 1 because 

access at R
iverview

 D
rive should only be for foot and bike traffic and em

ergency vehicles, and 

references the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral P
lan.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B and opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for 

the proposed project. The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay 

M
aster P

lan requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the 

R
iver. The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W

est R
iverview

 D
rive. S

ee 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis 

found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed 

I 
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P
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project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to 

address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er 

landfill. 

See D
EIR

 S
ection 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project 

includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin A
venue, Spano P

ark, and the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. See also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

I-163E
 The com

m
ent expresses support for a safe and clean R

iver bottom
 destination if the project 

includes ability to fund, protect and m
aintain the project, and reiterates support for A

lternatives 3 

and 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-163D

 about Alternatives 3 and 5B.  

See Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The project w
ould include ongoing m

aintenance activities including trash service, vegetation 

trim
m

ing, and sim
ilar m

ethods to ensure a w
elcom

ing experience. U
nder Section 15131 of the 

State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, econom

ic and social im
pacts are not considered as significant 

environm
ental effects. 
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LETTER I-164: 
Jennifer Martin Gaede and Don Gaede, April 16, 2017 

 

From: 
To: 
Date: 

A:COM 

Jennv M \,ar.de 
Melinda Marks 
Surday, April 16, 2017 6:53: 12 PM 

Dear Ms Marks, 

I am wnting to provide comments on the River West Eaton Trail Extension 
DEIR. My comments focus on how access w ill be provided lo the project 
site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors lo approve the project with 
all three potential access points included: 

1_ Perrin Ave Undercmssing accessed through Madera from Highway 41; 

2. Riv rv1ew Drive Acee,,; evaluated Iii Alternative 1, 

l l"errt11/l'-JP.es A"es, evilhlrit (l in Alternmive 5-

We ( my husband and n have- p:-rsonally con(ribut€'d tJot/1 nm,- 3nd l1n.3nc - to 
the Con..ervancy and really support keep,ng ,he qc ess to all of the- public oven 

I dorl't thin I< a 1ew- el, te folks should be allowed LO close 011 acce,s to all the 
rest of us_ 

Than~ yCLi for con,ictering these comments rec:iarding 8..:ces, to the p(oJE,ct s,te. 

S1nce1ely 
Jeon11er Marun Gaede and Do Gaede 

1-164 

/I 
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Letter 
I-164 

R
esponse 

Jennifer M
artin G

aede and D
on G

aede 
A

pril 16, 2017 

I-164A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three access points—

at the P
errin A

venue 

undercrossing via S
R

 41, at R
iverview

 D
rive evaluated as A

lternative 1, and at P
alm

 and N
ees 

avenues evaluated as A
lternative 5—

for equitable and open public access to the project. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. S

ee also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-165: 
Ernie Gee, April 16, 2017 

 
  

A:COM 

1-165 

fl'om: 
To: 
Subje<t : 
Date: 
Attachmenb: 

Hello Melinda, 

~ 
Meli oda Macks 
Palm Nees k,;ess 
Surday, April 16, 2017 12,31:14 AM 
1210 W, Moraaa.c r,o 

My name is Emle Gee and I reside at 1210 W. Moraga Rd. 

My concern with the preferred choice of the existing access road off of Pa Im and Nees (behind GB3) is 
the property below our home and the adjacent llabitat. Before the gate was Installed, there were major 
issues with off reading vehicles, noise pollu tion, partying .:111 through ~he night and Illegal camp fires 
which lead to a large fire a few years ago. All of these factors have disturbed the loca l habitat when 
there was fu II aocess. I 
What will the parkway trust do to prevent access below the bluff community? rve attached an image of I 
the area of concern. Currently, the area is flooded due to the record rainfal l. rm all for what your 
organization is doing but the area below us needs to be off limits for vehicle access. 

If the access point is approved and a compromise has been made with the various land owners, will the 
existing gate stay to regulate access during certain hours or will it be open at all times? Will there be 
security? 

I appreciate your time in regards to th is situation , Please feel ,free to call or email with any thou.9hts or 
questions. I have lived here for over 30 years and have seen the ,evolution of the San Joaquin River 
Valley all the way back when the Stuart and Nuss Aggregate Company was operating here , 

Thank You, 

Ernie Gee 
559 709 1556 

A 

B 

C 
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Letter 
I-165 

R
esponse 

Ernie G
ee 

A
pril 16, 2017 

I-165A
 The com

m
ent is about prior issue, before gate installed, related to P

alm
 and N

ees avenues 

vehicular access (behind G
B

3), regarding off-roading vehicles, noise pollution, partying, and 

illegal cam
pfires that lead to fire a few

 years ago and disturbed the local habitat. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at Palm
 and N

ees avenues. W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive. See D

EIR
 Section 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. The 

proposed project includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano 

Park, and the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the Bluff Trail. Vehicular 

access to a parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin Avenue undercrossing of SR

 41. 

See Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 about the public services analysis for the alternatives. 

Like the project, the alternatives w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or 

perform
ance standards for fire or police protection. N

o im
pact w

ould occur.  

I-165B
 The com

m
ent is about an area below

 the bluff com
m

unity that is a concern and should be off lim
it 

for vehicular access. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. V

ehicular access to a parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  See response I-165C
 for inform

ation 

related to access. 

I-165C
 The com

m
ent asks if the existing gate noted in C

om
m

ent I-165A
 w

ill rem
ain w

ith regulated 

access, and w
ill there be security if an access point is approved at P

alm
 and N

ees avenues.  

The EIR
 notes that under the current condition the project site is closed to the public; any current 

access is unauthorized trespass. In order to construct the project and open it for public use, long 

term
 resources for operation and m

aintenance m
ust be developed, providing for active 

m
anagem

ent of the site, proper w
aste disposal, restroom

s, and other activities that discourage 

illicit activities.   
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LETTER I-166: 
Bill Golden, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

from: 
ro: 
SubjeCI: 
Date: 

Y'Allf:;co G,ldeo 
Melinda M,,r:ks 
DEIR Comment 
Saturday , April 15, 201710:16:15 AM 

Ms. Meltnda Marks, 

I have lived in Fresno all my life, and as a voutli, enjoyed eas.y access to the outdoors-. Now, ft is 
certainly more difficult. In hopes of encouraging more people 10 get out .ind enjoy being active 
outside, I believe It would be extremely helpful to provide more aocess to the San Joaquln River trail 
system. 

So, I 1mplore the Conservancy Boo rd to approve thls DEIR with all three access points included. 11,e 
Perrin Ave entrance. ll1e alternative 1 Riverview Dr access. The alternative 5 Palm/Nees access. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

BIii Golden 

1-166 

A 
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Letter 
I-166 

R
esponse 

B
ill G

olden 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-166A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three access points: the proposed P

errin 

A
venue entrance, the A

lternative 1 R
iverview

 D
rive A

ccess, and the A
lternative 5 P

alm
 and N

ees 

avenues access.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. S

ee also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-167: 
James R. Gonzales, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

·-167 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

lao:es [..P01a1es 

M.t11inda Marks 
Riser West Fres~o Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 
Saturday, ~I 15, 2017 4:50:09 PM 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments 
focus on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site using I 
only the Perrin Avenue and Palm/Nees access points (Alternative Sb). 

1 am strongly against use of the Riverview Access point, which will cause safety I 
issues resulting from increased traffic to a residential area. 

1 strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with only the Perrin Avenue and 
Palm/Nees access points included. By including these two access points (Perrin 
Avenue undercrossing accesslble from Madera County on the Old Highway 41 and 
Palm and Nees accessible from a commercial area), people throughout the Fresno­
Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access to the project site. 

Approving the two access p0lnts will help prevent litigi0us delays of this import.ant 
project, which will be tied up in the courts for years if the Riverview access point is 
approved. 

Thank you for your consideratiOn of these comments. 

Sincerely, 
James R. Gonzales 
960-3107 

Sent from my IPhone 

A 

B 

C 
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Letter 
I-167 

R
esponse 

Jam
es G

onzales 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-167A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for access only at the proposed P

errin A
venue and P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues access points (A

lternative 5B
). 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 5B
 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, See 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis 

found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed 

project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to 

address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er 

landfill. 

I-167B
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to the R

iverview
 D

rive access point because it w
ould cause 

safety issues resulting from
 increased traffic in a residential area. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to access at R
iverview

 D
rive is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. The proposed project includes pedestrian and 

bicycle access at four locations: P
errin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W

est R
iverview

 D
rive and 

C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to a parking lot w

ould be at the 

Perrin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41. 

I-167C
 The com

m
ent reiterates support for the P

errin A
venue access point w

ith P
alm

 and N
ees avenues 

access point to provide equitable access for people throughout the Fresno-M
adera m

etropolitan 

region and to prevent litigious delays if the R
iverview

 D
rive access point is approved. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-167A. 
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LETTER I-168: 
Denise Gravano, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
o~te: 

Peol;sc Grava DA 

Melinda Mad<s 
River parlcway tnJst 
Saturday, April 1S, 2017 10159: 14 ,PM 

Hi! I just wanted to cast a vote for public access for the three new areas on the river . It will be a 
beautiful legacy for future generations. 

Thank you 
Denise Gr~vano 

1-168 

I A 
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Letter 
I-168 

R
esponse 

D
enise G

ravano 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-168A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for the three new

 public access points on the R
iver.  

See D
EIR

 S
ection 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project 

includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin A
venue, Spano P

ark, and the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to a 

parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41. 
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LETTER I-169: 
Sheila Hakimipour, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

F.-om: 
'ro: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Slwil 
t:Hlada Marks 
Eaoon Trail ExlellSion Project 
Saturdav, April 15, 2017 ll:'18:09 AM 

1-169 

Good Morning Melinda, My name is Sheila Hakimipour. My husband Mehdi and myself are 

building our new home on 326 W River Ct, It is currently under construction . We 

currently reside at 2301 E Qu incy Ave, Fres no, we expect moving to our new home in a few 

months. We are very interested in Eaton Trail project, and would like to forward you a few 

comments regarding Eaton Trail Extension Project. Apologies in advance forthe long email. 

I have been following the project .s ince 2014. Bac k t hen when we were looking around to 

purchase an empty lot, knowing about future Eaton Trai l was a fundamental reason for us to 

decide to move forward with purchas ing the lot on 326 W . River Ct. The idea of having the 

opportunity to be able to walk to such incred ible natural env1ronment was very 

appealing. We are very supportive of the project, and we like to see it Implemented as soon 

as possible. As It is .now unfortunately it feels li ke no man's land. Numerous warning signs 

and cut chainlike fences are very unin\/iting for common law abiding citizens to feel safe and 

right to go to the river bottom . We understand this natural jewel is for al l Fresno to access 

and can be a very unique amenity for everybody spec_ia lly Fresno youth. The fact that most 

of Fresno children Including ours don't even know such river access exist ts a shame. 

However, I tota lly share the concern that the Bluff neighborhood residents are having 

with vehicular access and parking through W Riverview Dr. That neighborhood will not have 

the capacity to accommodate a commercial access there. The intersection on Delmar and 

Audubon is already a dangerous spot that residents. have to deal with on regular bas fs, and 

will get only worse with additional traffic going In and out of the neighborhood. Being a 

planner and active team member on Pres no PMP project, I had the opportunity to review 

proposed alternatives carefully, and hear all sides' concerns. My intake is that the 

consultant may have not t r ied all the poss ibilities that can lower the opposition oi:i all sides. 

Equall'y concerning I don't see enough pa rtners hip between different agencies. dty of 

Fresno have not been engaged enough with this projec-t . I personally along al l 

other consultant team members on PMP have tr1 ed many ti mes to bring this project to the 

table, and it seems although the Gity sees value to include this project as part of Fresno park 

system, they don't want to rnove too far along and take any ownership or active 

partnership. I also see from your agency's side that even though you and Sharron 

Weaver pa rticipate in PMP stakeholder meetings, there was not enough encouragement or 

push to start .a dia logue specifically for this project (this is just my analysis of the PMP 

related meetings that I have been part of, and I'm not aware of all other related meetings or 

activities your agencies may had with the City of Fresno on this project) . And now, I hear all 

the issues that preferred alter,hative by the Bluff res idents (Sb), which was strongly 

promoted Will face if approved. It seems that .alternat ive will have to dea l with clean up 

A 

B 

C 
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A:COM 

of the contam inated sites that no agency has t he interes t or budget to dea l w it h. 

Unfortunately, I can't find any alternative that I could strong ly support. Any alt ernative that 

would allow vehicular access from Parkway Dr. w ill have huge impact on bluff community, 

wil l face a long court battle, and wil l delay project . Alternat ive Sa see ms to be the one w ho 

wil l t r igger that because of the easement on Pa lm/Nees access, w hich requ ires t he Riverview 

dr. opening to the traffic too. Alternat ive Sb (Bluff residents' preferred alt) wil l cause deal ing 

with contaminated sites ', and wi t h lack of partnership among lea de rs, it seems no one w il l 

t ake owne rsh ip of t hat p roject, and it w ill become another shelved document . No trail in 

nea r f uture w ith th is one too ! 

In my opinion the less opposed (more favored ) alternative cou ld have been a di fferent 

version of Alternative Sb that would NOT have the parking on the 11 acre contaminated site 

at t he bottom. The parking cou ld be shifted slight ly north w here t he lan d is not a landfill. I 

wou ld love to know why co nsultant didn't look at poss ibil ities for t hat , or w hy they could not 

just sim ply extend the ir work to examine it . That wou ld reduce t he remediation of 

contaminated sites significant ly, and t he project only needed to deal with remediation 

of build ing the roa d on contaminated site. 

Melinda, I would highly encourage yo u to continue yo ur great work, and your strong 

leadership ski lls, and bring t he City, and other agencies onboard. City of Fresno needs to be 

more involved wit h th is project. Fresno is ranked very low on TPL park ra nking. River 

Parkw ay project wil l boost City's ranking, w ill connect this natura l jewel to t he overa ll park 

system, and wil l provide access for all. I believe PMP project has creat ed the momentum, 

and w ith a li ttle extra work there wi ll be strong com munit y support from everywhere in 

Fresno to support t he f unding for this project . As you may know I'm th e loca l outrea ch for 

PMP, so I know many organizations that wi ll see va lue t hat River Parkway wil l have for the 

entire community. Let me know if I can help with outreach to broa der Fresno for this 

project . 

Please note that all my comm ents are on beha lf of my personal inte rest with t his project, 

and does not represent my ro le on Fresno PMP proj ect . 

Regards, 

She ila Ha ki mipour 

C 

D 

E 
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Letter 
I-169 

R
esponse 

Sheila H
akim

ipour 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-169A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for the project, w

ould like to see it im
plem

ented soon, and says 

that the existing w
arning signs and cut chain-link fences are uninviting for law

-abiding citizens to 

feel safe about going to the R
iver bottom

.  

The project as w
ell as alternatives w

ould im
prove law

 enforcem
ent and em

ergency first 

responders to the R
iver bottom

 com
pared to current conditions. This com

m
ent does not identify 

any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the D
EIR

; no further 

response is required. 

I-169B
 The com

m
ent expresses concern about the B

luff neighborhood residents w
ith vehicular access 

and parking through W
est R

iverview
 D

rive because the intersection of D
el M

ar A
venue and 

A
udubon D

rive is already dangerous and w
ould get w

orse and the neighborhood w
ill not have the 

capacity to accom
m

odate a com
m

ercial access there. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. V

ehicular access to a parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. 

I-169C
 The com

m
ent says that the C

ity of Fresno has not been engaged enough in the project, and 

expresses concerns about A
lternative 5B

 because it w
ould require dealing w

ith site cleanup and 

I 
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there is not an agency or budget to deal w
ith it, and lack of strong support for any of the 

alternatives. 

The C
onservancy w

orked closely w
ith the C

ity of Fresno in the design and environm
ental review

 

of the project. The C
ity of Fresno is part of the C

onservancy B
oard and the C

ity has provided the 

C
onservancy w

ith a feasibility study to assist in consideration of A
lternative 5B

.  S
ee A

ppendix I 

to this Final EIR
 for a copy of that report. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access via Palm
 and N

ees avenues. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. V

ehicular access to a parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41. 

I-169D
 The com

m
ent suggests and option to A

lternative 5B
 that w

ould not have the parking lot on the 

contam
inated site at the bottom

, but rather shifting it north w
here there isn’t a landfill to lim

it the 

am
ount of rem

ediation to just the road on the contam
inated site.  

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. 

I-169E
 The com

m
ent expresses support for the project and offers assistance w

ith broader Fresno 

outreach for the project. 

This com
m

ent does not identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis 

provided in the D
EIR

; no further response is required. 
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LETTER I-170: 
Heady S, April 15, 2017  

 

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

heady s < headymj23@hotmail.com> 
Wednesday, April 12, 2017 9:43 AM 
Melinda Marks 
kwalter@wheelhousestrategies.com 
Bluff resident 

1-170 

1 am a bluff resident and have been for many many years. Very rarely do you see a house go up for sale in our area, I 
reasoning being the great families and the bond that all of us neighbors share. We are all a private residence we wou ld 
like to keep it that way, there is no reason the ci ty should come and ruin it by accessing parking and additional stop 
lights and what have you to ruin what this street has build. I am in support of alternate 3 but am 100¾ against alternate A 
1! We cannot not and absolutely do not want any more pollution from cars in our area provide somewhere that has easy 

access to the tra il Palm and nees being the proper commercial location. Thank you 

Sent from my iPhone 

A:COM 
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Letter 
I-170 

R
esponse 

H
eady S 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-170A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 and opposition to A
lternative 1 because of 

im
pacts to the neighborhood and less pollution from

 cars by providing easy access to the trail at 

P
alm

 and N
ees avenues. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 and opposition to A
lternative 1 is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for 

the proposed project. The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay 

M
aster P

lan requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the 

R
iver. The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W

est R
iverview

 D
rive. S

ee 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. 

Alternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees Access, w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers 

and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require additional m

itigation to address the potential 

for exposure to hazardous m
aterials. See S

ection 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue 

Access,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. The analysis found that Alternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation 

m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w

ith the C
ity of 

Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous 

m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 
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LETTER I-171: 
Beverly Hogue, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

from: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

ee,.-edv Horn ,e 
MeUoda Mad<s 
Dear San Joaquin Conservancy 
Saturday, April 1S, 2017 8:36:25 PM 

I Beverly A. Hogue, agree with the statements of Mr. Patrick Smith and Mr. Richard 

Walters in the input to the plans of the San Joaquin Parkway. We support the development 

of this very valuable community resource through plan 3 or plan 58 as they are rnnsistant 

with the city master plan, have lnfastructllre, and provide businesses with a larger customer 

base. I live at 309 W. Bluff Ave, and agree that Plan 3 would be the best decision for the 

neighborhood . Thank you. Phone 15591 4396733 or lS59 1970- 6850. 

1-171 

A 
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Letter 
I-171 

R
esponse 

B
everly H

ogue 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-171A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 or A
lternative 5B

, w
ith A

lternative 3 being best, 

because they are consistent w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan have infrastructure, and 

w
ould provide businesses w

ith a larger custom
er base.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, 

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed project. 

The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the Parkw

ay M
aster Plan requiring 

that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. S
ee Section 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

See also Section 3.11 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith 

policies of the G
eneral P

lan. 

 
 

I 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
  

 Page 2.3-759 

LETTER I-172: 
Jon and Amie Holmes, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Sub~ct: 
Date: 

Melinda-

lm. 

San »aquln Rl -.ier Prcject comnents 
S.t.urda1, April 15, 20171:5 5:24 F1'1 

1-172 

! thought that it was important to comment on the San Joaquin River trail project as I understand it 
since I live in the Bluffs area. I think the trails are a fantastic idea . It makes absolute since to put the 
trail entry at Palm and Nees near shopping (good for businesses) and parking (of which there is already 
an abundance). rt makes no sense to put this in a quiet neighborhood with limited access. This should 
be an ·e<1sy decision for any ratlona l person - j ust think of what would make sense If you lfved or owned 
a business here. Everyone rs a winner If this project is done at Palm & Nees. We need more sensible 
projects like ,this. 1he t rails will be. an excellent resource for all . Thanks for considering a common 
sense plan. 

Jon & Amie Holmes 

Sent from my iPhone 

A 
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Letter 
I-172 

R
esponse 

Jon and A
m

ie H
olm

es 
A

pril 15, 2017 

 I-172A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for trail entry at P

alm
 and N

ees avenues near shopping and 

parking for the good of businesses and because there is an abundance of parking. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for trail entry at Palm
 and N

ees avenues is noted. This inform
ation 

w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

Alternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees Access, w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers 

and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require additional m

itigation to address the potential 

for exposure to hazardous m
aterials. See S

ection 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue 

Access,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. The analysis found that Alternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation 

m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w

ith the C
ity of 

Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous 

m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 
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LETTER I-173: 
Pat Howe, April 17, 2017 

 
 

A:COM 

April 12, 2017 

Melinda Marks 

Executive Officer of San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E. Olive Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Melinda Marks, 

RECEIVED 

APR l 'I 2017 

1-173 

I have a real life passion for the San Joaquin River Parkway. My tenure on the board of the 

Goodwill Network provided me to create the proposal for the donation; and Dave filled me in 

on all the new, wonderful things happening. The proposa l was approved. The donation put 

forth by a fellow board member, Joan Eaton (familiar to many), was very pleased. I sat in on the 

4 ½ hour counsel meeting in 2014, opposing Dave's group. He realized I had worked hard to 

make sure everyone has access to the parkway, The City of Fresno's "General Plan" was 

adopted in 2014 with vehicular access to the river at Palm/Nees, not at River View. As an active 

Rotarian and President of the River Park Club, I work with groups, such as Boys & Girls club, 

schools and members, whereby I speak constantly informing and updating them with news and 

changes. Now, when I talk to these multitudes of people about the latest development, I 

encourage them to write you letters - because they are furious about what could become a 

horror story. Alternative 1. I have provided information to people who may not write you . 

The idea of a boat ramp, etc. is pleasing for those that want vehicular access to the river, but 

not at the location of River View. They ask "why" Riverview? This is a place where people walk 

with others or alone, hike and enjoy the nature like environment. 

In a majority consensus many people describe River View -

"as I drive up on the peaceful street- just viewing the scenery behind the gate - as I 

approach - I start to relax and the area creates a haven without traffic and congestion 

and my stress level starts to slow down." 

The peacefulness is important to the zillion people I have spoken to regarding this venture. 

One said, "the area conveys almost an historic cultural feeling. I believe there is a wide range 

of responsibi lity in the bluffs great land use planning that should not be destroyed! 

People then ask "why would anyone ruin a beautiful neighborhood?" As we talk about the 

despicable impact of noise, traffic, parking, dust and pollution, they bring up "how can this 

happen to our quiet neighborhood." I advised them about the "Roundabout" (which takes out 

parts of 5 residences at Audubon & DelMar), or a signal light. At this point the people look at 

me in disbelief. I don't even have a chance to discuss pedestrian crosswalks, bike lanes or 

driveways, when the fury really sets in. Then I was almost yelled at with "that's like putting 

A 

B 

C 
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A:COM 

commercial endeavor in a beautiful neighborhood, that's insane". Audubon is a "scenic 

corridor" another said, " isn't that against our laws and community plan" ? This decision wou ld 

ruin the economic property value in the area . Another person stated, "The general plan for 

2035 was voted on and approved by the hard working sensible people that live in Fresno from 

the mayor of the city, our councilmen and supervisors! I agree. 

However, I had to add a "safety factor" . As a victim that has difficulty in a car, getting from 

Brier Circle to Del Mar, It takes a bit of time to get there. As the vehicles come down Del Mar 

heading for Audubon, which is on a "curve", you have to edge out slowly, as some traffic comes 

very fast. Then on my left there are the ca rs whizzing around quickly from Audubon to Del Mar. 

Brier Circle isn't far and the traffic "near misses" are constant; and one day it did happen when 

an accident occurred. Increase traffic would be frightening. 

Needless to say, in conjunction with so many people that I incurred such discussions with on 

the topic, I oppose Alternative 1. 

I do favor Alternatives 3 and SB. 

The area of Pa lm and Nees is a perfect site. Most friends feel the location of the small shopping 

center is a plus for food access, etc. There is an established traffic signal system, the city' s 

transit system would be compatible and Palm Avenue provides for good traffic flow. In 

addition, the center could provide additional parking for access to the site. I agree this would 

be the perfect location . 

Furthermore, the ambience of the sunset viewing in the west roundabout is a magnificent 

scene and this location provides for one of the best spots in all of Fresno to enjoy. Pictures, 

when shown look like some taken in Hawaii, believe it or not. Those that rema in after boating 

will be twice blessed! 

Sincerely yours, 

-~~ 
Pat Howe 

C 

D 

E 
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Letter 
I-173 

R
esponse 

Pat H
ow

e 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-173A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 stating the C
ity of Fresno 2035 G

eneral P
lan 

includes vehicular access to the R
iver at P

alm
 and N

ees avenues, not at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. The proposed project includes pedestrian and 

bicycle access at four locations: P
errin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W

est R
iverview

 D
rive and 

C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to a parking lot w

ould be at the 

Perrin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable.  

See also Section 3.11 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith 

policies of the G
eneral P

lan. 

I-173B
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to access at W

est R
iverview

 D
rive because it w

ould im
pact 

the area’s historic cultural feeling of a peaceful environm
ent and that the land use planning for the 

bluffs should not be destroyed. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-173A about A

lternative 1, w
hich includes an access point at W

est 

R
iverview

 D
rive.  Im

plem
entation of the project w

ould occur under m
anagem

ent and operational 

procedures identified by the C
onservancy w

hich are intended to preserve the setting and prom
ote 

enjoym
ent for all trail users. 

I 
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I-173C
 The com

m
ent expresses concern about neighborhood noise, traffic, parking, dust and pollution 

im
pacts; rem

oval of hom
es for a roundabout; ruining area property values; and, states A

udubon 

is a scenic corridor, questioning if it is against and com
m

unity plan. 

See Section 3.13 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 regarding the noise im
pacts analysis for the proposed 

project. The analysis concluded that operation of the project for recreational use w
ould not 

expose visitors or receptors to noise levels in excess of standards. N
oise w

ould be generated by 

people, horses, and vehicles entering the site and by occasional vehicles and equipm
ent for 

operations, m
aintenance, and m

anagem
ent. The resulting noise levels w

ould not exceed 

standards adopted by the C
ity for adjacent uses. The operational im

pact w
ould be less than 

significant. C
onstruction activities under the project or alternatives w

ould cause a short-term
 

tem
porary increase in am

bient noise levels and the noise levels could exceed am
bient noise 

standards established by the C
ity of Fresno for residential areas. H

ow
ever, im

plem
entation of 

M
itigation M

easure N
oise-1 w

ould reduce the im
pact to less than significant. 

Please see response to C
om

m
ent I-173A

 about the Alternative 1 transportation analysis. S
ee 

D
EIR

 Section 3.4 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for inform
ation on the air quality analysis. The analysis 

concluded that construction and operation of the project w
ould not result in pollutant levels that 

w
ould exceed the criteria pollutant thresholds established by San Joaquin V

alley Air Pollution 

C
ontrol D

istrict (SJV
AP

C
D

). The project w
ould com

ply w
ith all relevant SJV

A
PC

D
 rules for the 

criteria pollutant em
issions associated w

ith project operations. Additionally, the project’s 

construction-related and operational em
issions w

ould not result in a cum
ulatively considerable 

net increase for any criteria pollutant for w
hich SJVA

P
C

D
 is in nonattainm

ent under the 

applicable national or C
alifornia am

bient air quality standards. Alternative 1 w
ould generate only 

slightly m
ore construction-related and operational em

issions of G
H

G
s than the project, related to 

construction of the project elem
ents and an additional parking lot near W

est R
iverview

 D
rive. S

ee 

D
EIR

 Section 5.10 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. 

U
nder Section 15131 of the State C

EQ
A G

uidelines, econom
ic and social im

pacts are not 

considered as significant environm
ental effects. 

I-173D
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 and concerns about safety related to getting 

from
 B

rier to D
el M

ar, then to A
udubon because of accidents and som

e traffic com
es very fast 

w
ith constant accident near m

isses.  

See response to C
om

m
ent I-173A. 

I-173E
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because the P

alm
 and N

ees avenues 

location has a shopping center that can provide parking and food access, established traffic 

I 
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P

age 2.3-765 

signal system
, public transit, P

alm
 A

venue has good traffic flow
, and location has good sunset 

view
ing. 

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed project. 

The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the Parkw

ay M
aster Plan requiring 

that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. S
ee Section 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

 
 

I 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
  

 Page 2.3-766 

LETTER I-174: 
Karen Humphrey, April 15, 2017 

 

Janah Wright 

From; 
Sent 
To: 
C1;: 
Subjed: 
Athichments; 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Kenneth Clarke <keriandkaren@prodigy.net > 
Saturday, Apri l 15, 2017 8:39 AM 
Melinda Marks 
River Parkway Trust 
[MSOFFICE QUARANTINE] Co mments River West Fresno DEI R 

River Pc1rkwo:1y let ter 4-15•17,docx 

1-174 

Please see attached letter providing comments oh the River West Fresno DEIR. I hope they are 
submitted In time to· be consfdered in the deliberations on the documenL 

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have questions. 

Thank you , 
Karen Humphrey 

Ken Clarke & Karen Humphrey 
1818 K Street. Level 1 
Sacramento, CA 9581 1-4150' 
916-49&-0527 (h) 
91&-73C13419 (c) 
karenhumphrev@prodlav.net 
kenandkaren@prodiq y_ net 

A:COM 
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A:COM 

April 151 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 9.3727 

11,e : River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. Although my comments relate to 

access to the project site, my interest in the River Parkway is more comprehensive. The current project 

is but one piece of a long-term vision that assures preservation of one of the most important natural 

resources in the San Joaquin Valley. As such, decisions on it should balance equitable access and 

protectron. The recommendation I make does that 

As a member of the Fresno City Council and then Mayor in the 1980s and early 90s, I was one of the first 

public officials in the region who strongly supported the formation of the San Joaquih River Parkway and 

Conservation Trust, and then of the San Joaquin River Conservancy. I have always considered the river 

and river bottom a precious jewel. I have a long-time interest in doing everything possible to preserve 

the parkway and to make it accesslble to the people of the region that surrounds It. 

I urge the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential access 

points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue· Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

"2 . Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alterna tive 1 

3. Pa Im/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative S 

One way to make the parkway a long0 term asset to the region is to expand the population which can 

enjoy it and support its preservation Multiple access points to this project are in keeping with the 

principle that people throughout the Fresno-Made.ra Metropolitan Region should have equitable access, 

in _general and specific to this project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you have questions, I am happy to be contacted 

by phone at 916-498-0527 or 916-730-3419 or by email at karenhumphrey@prodigy.net. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Humphrey 

Fresno City Council, 1981-89 

Mayor, 1989-93 

A 
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Letter 
I-174 

R
esponse 

K
aren H

um
phrey 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-174A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three potential access points—

at the P
errin 

A
venue undercrossing via S

R
 41, at R

iverview
 D

rive evaluated as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues evaluated as A

lternative 5—
for equitable access to people throughout the Fresno-

M
adera m

etropolitan region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. S

ee also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-175: 
Betty Johnson, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: Betty Johnson 

To: Melinda Marks 

Date: April 15, 2017 

1-175 

Would really appreciate alternative 3 with access at pa Im and need, our neighborhood is dangerous I 
already with getting onto audobon and the closeness turning into Del Mar with what is already 

happening with people parking and staying all hours of then ... 

A 
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Letter 
I-175 

R
esponse 

B
etty Johnson 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-175A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 w
ith access at P

alm
 and N

ees avenues 

because the A
udubon D

rive/D
el M

ar A
venue intersection is already dangerous and w

ith people 

parking and staying late hours. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, 

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed project. 

The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the Parkw

ay M
aster Plan requiring 

that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. V

ehicular access to a parking 

lot w
ould be at the P

errin A
venue undercrossing of SR

 41.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. 
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LETTER I-176: 
Shirley Kovacs, April 15, 2017 

  

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Shirley Kovacs <shirleyk@mail.fresnostate.edu > 
Saturday, April 15, 2017 1:32 PM 
Melinda Marks 
[MSOFFJCE QUARANTINE] Comments on the River West Fresno DEIR 
River West Fresno DEIR Comments.docx 

Please see attached letter for comments on the River West DEIR. 

Sincerely, 
Shirley Kovac 

A:COM 

1-176 
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A:COM 

April 15, 201 6 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Av . 
Fresno, C 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

I am writing to provide comments on the Riv r West Fresno--Draft Envi ronmental Impact 
Report (DEIR). My focus is on the access points to be provided to the project site that are 
identified in the DEIR. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three 
potential access points, i.e.: 

1. Peffin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41. 

2. Riverview Drive ccess evaluated as Alternati ve 1. 

3. Pait ees Access evaluated as Alternative 5. 

Multiple access points, as presented in the DEIR, will not only provide enjoyment for larger 
groups of people in the region, but also reduce wear-and-tear on these portals by distributing 
their use across multiple points and thus with lesser damage than iflimited lo one access area. 

TI1e Fr sno-Madera region is cont inuously mali gned fo r its lack of providing green space for the 
enj oyment and nature education of its every-growing population. Multiple access points to the 
River West Fresno project are key to continuing development of the San Joaquin River resource 
as a recreational and educational benefit for this population. 

1n ank you for considering these comments. 

Sincerely 

Shirley Kovacs 
506 W. Palo Alto Ave. 
Fresno, C 93704 

A 
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Letter 
I-176 

R
esponse 

Shirley K
ovacs 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-176A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three potential access points—

at the P
errin 

A
venue undercrossing via S

R
 41, at R

iverview
 D

rive evaluated as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues evaluated as A

lternative 5—
because it w

ould provide enjoym
ent for larger group 

of people, less dam
aging by distributing access across m

ultiple points, and key to developing the 

recreational and educational resource. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. S

ee also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-177: 
Sam Lane, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

1---

Sam Lane <sc4bree@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, April 15, 2017 6:00 PM 
Melinda Marks 
julie.vance@wildlife .ca.gov; john.donnelly@wildlife.ca.gov 

1-177 

Subject: [MSOFFICE QUARANTINE] Sam Lane's revised comments on plan for the Lewis S. Eaton 
Trail Extension 

Attachments: Parkway comment 4 13 2017.docx 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

San Joaquin River Conservancy, 
5469 E. Olive, Fresno CA 93727 

A TIN: Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 

RE: Lewis S. Eaton Trail Extension 

Please find attached Sam Lane's revised comments on the plan for the Lewis S. Eaton Trail Extension. 
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A:COM 

April 13, 2017 

San Joaquin River Conservancy, 
5469 E. Olive, Fresno CA 93727 

ATTN: Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 

RE: Lewis S. Eaton Trail Extension (LETE) 

As a bluff property owner, I am pleased to say that I am part of the consensus of support for development 
of the San Joaquin River Parkway for public use, but I am also a proponent of the view that this project 
should not do damage to the quality of life of any of those impacted by it. I strongly support Alternative 
3, along with Alternative 5b, where the primary Parkway access and parking is at the Spano Park at 
Palm&Ness. I strongly oppose Alternative I , which will have a detrimental impact on surrounding 
neighborhoods and likely result in litigation that could delay the Parkway development indefinitely. 

Alternative I is an unsatisfactory plan that allows automobile access to the Parkway through the very 
busy intersection of Audubon and Delmar and through the middle of the densely populated residential 
Bluff neighborhood using Riverview Dr as entrance to the LETE. The destination of this ill-conceived 
access plan is a parking-lot in the river bottom. Adding traffic to this neighborhood with more than 350 
residents and 600+ vehicles in and out of the Audubon/Delmar corridor is ill-advised, because this bottle­
neck is already delay-ridden and over-burdened with traffic as the primary vehicular access for our 
neighborhood' s entrance and exit. 

The Smith Engineering and Management Firm reviewed the DEIR used to justify Riverview Dr as their 
primary access to the LETE and they concluded: "The entire traffic analysis is fatally flawed and the 
DEIR's conclusions with regard to traffic impacts are unsupported by substantial evidence ...... . Because 
current traffic demand is of course higher than in 2008 (today 17,000 ADT), the Project' s impacts on 
these intersections will be felt even more acute ly .... ... Standard traffic engineering practice would also 
have dictated performing an intersection analysis at the Del Mar/Audubon entrance (The DEIR analyzed 
roadway segments only) .. .... . This omission .. .. .. .is contrary to standard traffic engineering practices". 

The engineering review also demonstrated that DEIR' s proposed roundabout as mitigation for the severe 
traffic problems Alternative I would create is " infeasible under the CEQA". There is not enough right-of­
way for the size of roundabout that would be required and the driveways and backyards of adjacent 
property owners would have to be taken away. Also bicycle lanes would be lost, creating safety issues. 
Roundabouts are extremely hazardous for cyclist and pedestrians to use, particularly the handicapped, and 
would likely result in loss of life. A roundabout at the Audubon/Delmar intersection makes no sense and 
would be a much costlier project than an entrance at Palm/Nees. 

A signal light at the Audubon/Delmar intersection would a disaster. Audubon would have to be extended 
450ft southwest of Delmar with a raised medium, changes that would back traffic up in both directions, 
restrict in and out access to residents along Audubon and residents using the Debnar exit and ruin the 
scenic esthetics of this corridor with freeway-like signage. 

The DEJR also errors in choosing the Memorial Day holiday as a "worst case scenario". Easter is a better I 
example. With Woodward Park filled to capacity every Easter, the overflow parking is already an 
existing automobile and foot traffic public nuisance that occurs every year west of Woodward Park, with 
hundreds of cars parking on both sides of Audubon, parking in neighborhoods north and south of 
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Audubon, in particular, parking up and down both sides of Delmar with some folks picnicking in areas 1 
right in our neighborhood. This Woodward Park overflow problem, I would conjecture, is a pre-view of 
what we could expect every weekend if automobile access to the LETE were at Riverview Dr. 

Allowing public parking and automobile access to the river through the Bluff neighborhood via 
Riverview Dr. also violates the amendment to the 2035 General Plan (GPU) adopted by the City of 
Fresno that mandates that only pedestrian and bicycle traffic be allowed to access the river through 
Riverview Dr. The General Plan allows for vehicular access and parking at Palm/Nees, but not via 
Riverview. Just as questionable, logistically the access through Riverview Drive posses the longest 
distance to the river and the Eaton trail fo r canoe'rs, horseback riders, cyclists and etc. 

The best logistics for access are in Alternative Sb, where Palm/Nees is the closest access to the river and 
the easiest access for seniors and the handicapped. In addition, there are already existing heavy traffic 
thoroughfares and traffic signals in this commercial district that support Palm/Nees as one of the best 
access points. The other entrances fo r this alternative, the 41 Bridge and Woodward Park, give better 
access to the river as well, with traffic that doesn't encroach on a residential neighborhood. 

As bluff neighborhood property owners, I submit that we are the primary stake holders because we have 
our livelihoods invested in these properties and are at risk to suffer the greatest loss and damages from the 
environmental and social impact of any Alternative the Conservancy adopts. 

We support the safe and responsible development of the River West project and the 20 IO San Joaquin 
River and Bluff Protection Ordinance. We support a plan that does not increase: auto and foot traffic, 
parking problems, noise, fire hazards, threats to public safety, crime, loss of privacy and the degrading of 
the view in which bluff property owners have paid a premium to enjoy; a plan that doesn ' t cause 
deteriorating conditions which could cause a decline in our property values (bluff view property typically 
is valued at 3 times the value of properties across the street). Alternative 1 is clearly in legal conflict 
with the City of Fresno' s 2035 GPU and could entangle the Parkway development in the courts for years. 

Remedy: 

The Alternative 1 proposal for automobile access and parking through Riverview Dr. should not be 
adopted. Any use of Riverview Dr. for public access, is unacceptable because oftbe traffic problems, 
parking problems, public safety and other unpredictable issues it could create. The resulting quagmire of 
traffic congestion and foot traffic into surrounding neighborhoods would constitute a public nuisance and 
disturb a neighborhood that has been traditionally peaceful and quiet. 

Alternative 3 is preferred by the Bluff neighborhood residents, along with Sb, where public access and 
parking is at the south end of the LETE near Spano Park at Palm/Nees. These is alternatives are 
endorsed by the County Board of Supervisors, the City Manager and many other City of Fresno officials 
and, as well, by Fresno Bee writer Mark Warszawski who concludes after his own investigation that: 

"Spano has indicated, to me and others, that he 's a willing seller (Spano has since offered to 

donate 11.6 acres that would accommodate 100 vehicles). I've also spoken to Cliff Tutelian, 

who also owns the upper road section, and am confident he could be persuaded if the land is 

developed in such a way that it adds value to his neighboring properties ... .. we'd end up with a 

project that better serves the people of Fresno". 

Read more here: http://www.fresnobee.com/sports/outdoors/article19521936.htm1 
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I find it disappointing that the River West LETE project still has the Alternative 1 plan for access and 
parking on the table. It shows that the treatment of the Bluff resident' s comments regarding access and 
parking has been perfunctory at best. If indeed one of the primary objectives of the Parkway trust is to 
open the San Joaquin River Parkway for the "enjoyment" of the public, may I remind you that the 
property owners in the Bluff neighborhoods are part of the public as well and stand to suffer the greatest 
impact from how this project is designed and implemented. The bluff property owners, along with the 
wild life habitats and the natural topography of the San Joaquin River bottom, must be given the highest 
priority when considering the environmental impact of any design for the river parkway. 

Yours truly, 

Sam Lane 
284 W. Bluff Ave. Fresno, CA 93711 ; Phone: 559 977-1543; Email: sc4bree@yahoo.com 
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Letter 
I-177 

R
esponse 

Sam
 Lane 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-177A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
, w

ith prim
ary access and parking at 

S
pano P

ark, and opposition to A
lternative 1 because it w

ould be detrim
ental to neighborhoods 

and result in litigation. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B and opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond those 

of the proposed project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay, and 

to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a 

form
er landfill. The analysis found that Alternative 1 w

ould increase opportunities for access to 

the trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon 

D
rive and D

el M
ar A

venue, as it is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure 

im
plem

entation of m
itigation at this intersection. 

I-177B
 The com

m
ent states an objection to A

lternative 1 because the intersection of A
udubon D

rive and 

D
el M

ar A
venue is busy and the neighborhood is densely populated, w

ith existing traffic delays 

and burdens. The com
m

ent also states the traffic study is flaw
ed. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple 

alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular access at the W

est R
iverview

 D
rive 

location. See the Alternative 1 transportation analysis in Volum
e I, S

ection 5.6 of this FEIR
. 

Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under Alternative 1 have sufficient 

capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic 

volum
e is anticipated to increase because visitors w

ould turn at the Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar 

Avenue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. 

See Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
, w

hich concluded that the potentially significant im
pact 

w
ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning construction of the W

est R
iverview

 D
rive 

vehicle entrance and parking area on the C
ity constructing and operating the traffic im

provem
ents 

identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires 

approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these 

I 
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im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented because they are controlled by another agency, this im

pact 

w
ould be significant and unavoidable. 

See Section 3.17 in Volum
e III of this FEIR

. A
 traffic analysis w

as prepared for the project in 

accordance w
ith the C

ity of Fresno Traffic Im
pact Study R

eport G
uidelines for use in C

EQ
A

 

project review
 (Appendix H

 in Volum
e III of this FE

IR
). This study w

as supplem
ented as part of 

the Partially R
evised D

EIR
 to include an evaluation of intersections and to reflect the latest counts 

provided by the C
ity of Fresno.  

I-177C
 The com

m
ent says there is not enough right-of-w

ay for a roundabout and bicycle lanes w
ould be 

lost, creating safety hazards, and w
ould be m

ore costly than an entrance at P
alm

 and N
ees 

avenues, and that a signal w
ould ruin aesthetics and cause the extension of A

udubon D
rive, 

resulting in a traffic backup and restricted access for residents on A
udubon D

rive. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. 

I-177D
 The com

m
ent states that the E

IR
 is in error by choosing M

em
orial D

ay as a w
orst-case scenario 

and that E
aster is a better exam

ple in term
s of parking overflow

ing into neighborhoods north and 

south of A
udubon D

rive. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

L-1-3 (C
ity of Fresno letter R

L-1). A supplem
ental analysis w

as 

conducted using pedestrian and bicycle counts collected during July 31, 2017, and provided to 

the C
onservancy by the C

ity. U
nder w

orst-case conditions, the use of the counts did not 

I 
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m
aterially alter the conclusions of the supplem

ental traffic report and the analysis contained in the 

EIR
 rem

ains valid. 

I-177E
 The com

m
ent states that access via W

est R
iverview

 D
rive violates the C

ity’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan 

and that W
est R

iverview
 D

rive poses the longest distance to the R
iver and the E

aton Trail. 

See Section 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of 

the G
eneral P

lan. S
ee Section 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I-177F 
The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 5B
, as w

ell as an entrance at the S
R

 41 bridge 

and W
oodw

ard P
ark, as it w

ould be the closest to the R
iver and easiest for seniors and the 

handicapped, and the com
m

ercial area has heavy traffic thoroughfares and traffic signals. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. 

Alternative 5B includes an additional public vehicle entrance, and public access to the trail 

extension through S
pano P

ark, at the term
inus of Palm

 Avenue north of its intersection w
ith N

ees 

Avenue, and parking for 40 vehicles on the floodplain. H
ow

ever, the analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay, and to address the 

potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

I-177G
 The com

m
ent is about environm

ental and social im
pacts on and around the bluff neighborhood 

under A
lternative 1, including traffic and parking, noise, fire hazards, public safety, crim

e, loss of 

privacy, view
 degradation, and property values, and expresses support for the 2010 S

an Joaquin 

R
iver and B

luff P
rotection O

verlay. 

U
nder Section 15131 of the State C

EQ
A G

uidelines, econom
ic and social im

pacts are not 

considered as significant environm
ental effects. See response to C

om
m

ent I-103B regarding the 

transportation analysis for Alternative 1.  

See Section 3.13 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for the noise analysis of the proposed project. The 

analysis concluded that operation of the project for recreational use w
ould not expose visitors or 

receptors to noise levels in excess of standards. N
oise w

ould be generated by people, horses, 

and vehicles entering the site and by occasional vehicles and equipm
ent for operations, 

m
aintenance, and m

anagem
ent. The resulting noise levels w

ould not exceed standards adopted 

by the C
ity for adjacent uses. The operational im

pact w
ould be less than significant. C

onstruction 

activities under the project or alternatives w
ould cause a short-term

 tem
porary increase in 

I 
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am
bient noise levels and the noise levels could exceed am

bient noise standards established by 

the C
ity of Fresno for residential areas. H

ow
ever, im

plem
entation of M

itigation M
easure N

oise-1 

w
ould reduce the im

pact to less than significant. (See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
.) 

See Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for the public services analysis for A

lternative 1. Like the 

proposed project, the alternatives w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or 

perform
ance standards for fire or police protection. N

o im
pact w

ould occur. The project as w
ell as 

alternatives w
ould im

prove response by law
 enforcem

ent and em
ergency first responders to the 

R
iver bottom

 com
pared to current conditions.  

See the hazards and hazardous m
aterials analysis in Section 3.9 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. 

Im
plem

entation of M
itigation M

easures H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials–1 through H

azards 

and H
azardous M

aterials–6 w
ould reduce the potential w

ildland fire im
pact to less than significant 

because the C
onservancy w

ould provide appropriate em
ergency access and signage; w

ould 

prohibit open burning and the use of barbeque grills; w
ould perform

 annual and periodic fire 

prevention activities; w
ould require all construction and m

aintenance equipm
ent to be properly 

equipped w
ith spark arrestors; and w

ould prepare and im
plem

ent a fire prevention plan for 

construction activities.  

Because A
lternative 1 w

ould entail construction of additional facilities, including the parking area 

accessible from
 W

est R
iverview

 D
rive, the potential for w

ildland fire hazards from
 sparks em

itted 

by construction equipm
ent w

ould be slightly greater than the project’s w
ildland fire hazard, and 

the im
pact w

ould be potentially significant. The hazards and hazardous m
aterials BM

Ps identified 

in Section 2.5.2 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 w

ould be im
plem

ented as part of Alternative 1, in 

addition to im
plem

enting M
itigation M

easures H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials–1 through 

H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials–6, reducing the im

pact to less than significant. Alternative 1 

w
ould provide appropriate em

ergency-vehicle access (fire, police, and am
bulance) via the W

est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and also provide additional em

ergency egress for m
em

bers of the public using 

the trail. The project and alternatives w
ould im

prove access to the R
iver bottom

 for em
ergency 

first responders. 

U
nder Alternative 1, after construction, the second parking lot and recreation am

enities, traffic, 

and people using the trail w
ould be visible during the day. C

ars parked in the added parking lot 

and the Perrin A
venue parking lot w

ould be visible to hom
eow

ners on the bluffs, the public at 

Spano Park, visitors along the B
luff Trail, and traffic traveling along SR

 41. A
ll of these changes 

w
ould alter the visual character of the project area. The presence of the trail extension, parking 

lot, and recreational am
enities w

ould alter the natural aesthetic features of the R
iver as seen from

 

the surrounding area. The long-term
 presence and use of the trail extension could affect sensitive 

I 
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view
er groups and could be considered a conflict w

ith the unique and scenic resource that is the 

R
iver. The im

pact w
ould be potentially significant. H

ow
ever, im

plem
entation of M

itigation 

M
easure Aesthetics and Visual R

esources–1 w
ould reduce the im

pact on scenic vistas to less 

than significant. 

 
The project site is w

ithin the area regulated by the ordinance. The ordinance prohibits open fires, 

access to the R
iver during the nighttim

e, and provides other protections for public health and 

safety. This local ordinance applies to the project site and is fully enforceable by police, State 

gam
e w

ardens and other public safety officers. The proposed operations of the project described 

in the EIR
 conform

 to the ordinance (e.g., the project does not involve cam
ping or other nighttim

e 

uses, firew
orks w

ill be prohibited, barbeque and cam
pfire pits are not proposed, and hours of 

operation w
ill be w

ithin the hours allow
ed by the ordinance). 

 I-177H
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
. 

The com
m

ent reiterates opposition to Alternative 1 because of im
pacts on the bluff 

neighborhoods and w
ildlife habitats and states that the natural topography of the R

iver bottom
 

should be given the highest priority. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-103A about A

lternative 3 and 5B. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-103G

. See Section 3.5 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for the biological 

resources analysis for the proposed project, w
hich concluded that im

pacts w
ould be less than 

significant w
ith m

itigation and application of BM
Ps. As described in Section 3.5, the dom

inant 

habitat com
m

unity is disturbed annual grassland. The m
ultiuse trail alignm

ent and parking lot 

w
ould be located in this habitat. The riparian habitat along the R

iver w
ould be avoided. 

See Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. Alternative 1 w

ould result in slightly m
ore ground 

disturbance, noise generation, and vegetation rem
oval than the project because of the additional 

parking lot. Im
pacts on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species or their habitats w

ould be 

potentially significant. Species using habitat associated w
ith the H

 and E ponds w
ould be 

tem
porarily displaced by noise and visitor activity from

 the additional parking lot. The im
pact 

w
ould be potentially significant. The biological resources BM

Ps identified in FEIR
 Section 2.5.2, 

“Best M
anagem

ent Practices,” w
ould be im

plem
ented as part of A

lternative 1. Im
plem

entation of 

M
itigation M

easures B
iological R

esources–1 through B
iological R

esources–8 w
ould reduce the 

im
pact to less than significant. 
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LETTER I-178: 
Dr. Oz. M. Lone Ph.D. 

  

A:COM 

Cc: 

~ 
Melin@ Maro: 
Qi.!= 

Sub~ct: 
Date: 

River West Fresno Eaton T ,s,il Extension DEIR 
Saturday, Ai,;-;! 15, 2017 12:11:56 PM 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments 
focus on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 
three potential access points included~ 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

--[if 1supportlists]--> 
Alternative 1 

--[if !supportlists]--> 
Alternative 5 

2. <!-[endif]-->Riverview Drive Access evaluated as 

3. <!-[endif]-->Palm/Nees Access evaluated as 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR With all of these access points 
included. By Including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing 
accessible from Madera 

County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), people 
throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access to the 
project site. 

This extension will be an excellent addition to recreatiOnal facilities available to the 
residents of these areas. Such facilities are making this area desirable place to live 
as highlighted in recent articles in National Newspapers like New York Times. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Oz. M. Lone PhD 
1449 W Barstow Ave 
Fresno, CA 93711 

A 
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Letter 
I-178 

R
esponse 

D
r. O

z. M
. Lone Ph.D

. 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-178A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for all three potential access points—

at the P
errin A

venue 

undercrossing via S
R

 41, at R
iverview

 D
rive evaluated as A

lternative 1, and at P
alm

 and N
ees 

avenues evaluated as A
lternative 5—

for equitable access to people throughout the Fresno-

M
adera m

etropolitan region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. S

ee also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 

 
 

I 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
  

 Page 2.3-785 

LETTER I-179: 
Harry Massucco, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

A'om: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 

Hany A Mass 10::0 
Melinda Marks 
River Wes~ Ea!Dn Trail Extension fulject 
Saturday , Apn1 15, 20176:46:19 AM 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 'E . Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Oear Ms. Marks, 

My name is Harry Massucco. My wife Janene and I reside at 336 West Eagle 
ct,, Fresno CA 93711. We are outdoor sports enthusiasts. and sincerely 
enjoy our prmdmity to the San Joaquin River. We are both excited about and 
support continu fng development af1d access to the river for all via the 
efforts of the SJRC. However, regardless of which access option is chosen 
by the SJRC, a blinding flash of the obvious to us is that the River Trail 
should 
be located as close to the river bank as safely possible for maximum 
appreciation and enjoyment of such a treasured amen lty. Anything less seems 
to 
defy common sense. 

In our opinion and all whom we have spoken with, it is strongly felt that 
access option Sb is the most feasible, safe and convenient opt1on 5b is 
also the 
City of Fresno's preferred option , There Is great concern that the SJRC is 
biased toward access option 1. I personally, as a former law enforcement 
officer, am concerned that the Conservancy would knowingly expose Itself and 
the City to the increased fire and traffic llabllitles, potential 
litigations 
and fnevltable delays associated with access option 1. 

Janene and I are grateful for your review of our thoughts and opinions. We 
do appreciate your efforts in the enhancement of this great asset and hope 
U\at continuity of putpose can be found for the benefit of all. 

Respectfully. 
Harry Massucco, 
n1assucco@employme11texpett.com 
559-439-8966 

1-179 

A 
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Letter 
I-179 

R
esponse 

H
arry M

assucco 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-179A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for trail being located as close to the R

iver bank as safely 

possible to m
axim

um
 appreciation and enjoym

ent. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for a trail close to the R
iver bank (Alternative 3) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. In Alternative 3, the trail extension w
ould be aligned closer to the R

iver’s edge 

(around the O
 Pond) in the m

ore southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and w
ould rem

ain as 

proposed by the project in the northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. This inform

ation w
ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

H
ow

ever, Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the 

proposed project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster Plan. 

I-179B
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 5B
 because it is m

ost feasible, safe, and 

convenient option, the C
ity of Fresno’s preferred option, and potential for increased liabilities 

because of fire and traffic concerns w
ith A

lternative 1.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 5B
 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, see 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis 

found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed 

project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to 

address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er 

landfill. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

I 
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im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. 

The analysis concluded that like the proposed project, the alternatives, including A
lternative 1, 

w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or perform
ance standards for fire or 

police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould occur. The proposed project, as w

ell as the alternatives, w
ould 

im
prove response by law

 enforcem
ent and em

ergency first responders to the R
iver bottom

 

com
pared to current conditions. 
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LETTER I-180: 
Sandra McCormick, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

A'om: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

S:endra McO,onkk 
Melinda Mad:is 
River West Fresno DEIR 
Saturday , Apn115, 20176:32:26 PM 

Please approve the DEIR with all three access points. 

As a California Naturalist I have hiked River West. Among other values, its proximity to the city makes it 
vital for local residents who live in an area notorious for its lack of park space . 

Fresno ils, In many ways, undergoing a renaissance. TI1e environmental jewel of the area is the San 
Joaquin River and Jt is Up to us and you to support access by our Citizens to the eI1\llronme11tal beauty 
and variety which has been ·sorely lacking . 

'Three access points are little enough for this area, which will soon be nearly surrounded by urban 
development. I repeat, please approve them. 

Thank you, 
Sandra McCormick 
559 417-1617 

Sent from my IPad 

A 
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Letter 
I-180 

R
esponse 

Sandra M
cC

orm
ick 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-180A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of the three access points. 

See D
EIR

 S
ection 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project 

includes pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin A
venue, Spano P

ark, and the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill A

venue entrances to the B
luff Trail. Vehicular access to a 

parking lot w
ould be at the Perrin A

venue undercrossing of SR
 41. 
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LETTER I-181: 
Linda Medel, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

Fron, : 
To: 
Subject: 

I loci• Medel 
Melinda Macks 
Preserve the DEIR 

Date: Saturday, Apnl 15, 2017 8: 10:43 AM 

Dear· Ms Marks, 

I am wrirlng 10 provide comments on the River West [ aron Trail [xrension DFITT. 
My comm •nt, tocus on how acr.es< will lie provided to lhe prqitrl ~11e. 

1 encourage the Cc.n,ervancy Board of Director, to aoprove the proJEect w11l1 all 
three potential access polnts included: 

1. Pernn Ave Undertros5,ng accessed through Madera frorn Highway 41, 

2. Rlv rvlEeW Drive Arce$ evaluated In Alt matfve 1. 

l Perrin/Nees A,ce~ evaluated 111 Alternative 5, 

J mongly encourage the Board to 3pprove tl1e DEii< with all l11ese ,1<:cess points. 
l}y inrluding ~II three :m:ess points, people throughou the r resno-Madera 
metropolitan region will have equitable acess to the prqiect ltc 

n1ank you for co1,s1derlng il1ese comme111S regarding access tu the project site. 

~ncerely, 

Lmda Medel 

1-181 

A 
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Letter 
I-181 

R
esponse 

Linda M
edel 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-181A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three potential access points—

at the P
errin 

A
venue undercrossing via S

R
 41, at R

iverview
 D

rive evaluated as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues evaluated as A

lternative 5—
for equitable access to people throughout the Fresno-

M
adera m

etropolitan region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. S

ee also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-182: 
Leighann Milford, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Ms Marks, 

I ek1baoo Mlltittl 
MeUwfa Mad:i 
fl'esno River West Project 
Saturday , April 15, 2017 7,46:06 PM 

1-182 

My name is Leighann Milford and I am a resident of the neighborhood near Audubon and Del Mar and 
have been for approximately 3 years. I understand the SJRC is near making a decision on which plan 
to adopt for access to the river. I sincerely believe that the river should be enjoyed by all citizens of 
Fresno County and beyond. I support having an c1ccess in the safest and most convenient location. I 
understand ttJe City of Fresno adopted General Plan 2035 in 2014, which allows for vehicular access 
to the river via Palm and Nees, opposed to River View. This seems to be the best option considering 
safety <1nd convenience_ If vehicular access was allowed al River View, it would create. traffic 
congestion, crowded parking, and put walkers, bikers, and jo~igers at risk. I am a walker and rout inely 
walk down River View to Bluff and 1n doing so I have witnessed near accidents with cars coming 
around the corner off of Del Mar onto RiVer View and almost hitting people walking while pushing 
strollers and walking their do.gs. Allowing for vehicular access in a residentia f area seems negligent 
when considering the safety of not just the area residents but also those who are using the walking 
trails on foot and bike. I have no opposition to walkers using River View to gain access to the river for 
fishing_ I have spoken with mariywho come lo the river to fish and tney have been considerate and 
friendly. Regarding traffic congestion, I would also like to point out that getting out of the neighb(Jrhood I 
at peak traffic times is very difficult and many times I have seen cars pull out in front of other cars 
trying to get onto Aububon, presumably to get to work, causing near collisions. I believe added traffic 
would only worsen the already problematic traffic situation. I understand using River View for vehiculc1r 
access is alte rnat ive 1 and I am hopeful that the SJRC will al'so consider the environmental risks and 
hazards relating to the homes that border the river (mine does not), including homeless encampments, I 
excessive trash, arid potential fire hazards and crime. I am also hopeful that wheh considering further 
development you Will place paved W<1lklng trails as close to the actual attraction (the river) as possible 
to avoid dirt trails, trash being dumped in unslteJy areas_ 

I understand the other alternatives, 3 and 5B, and believe they make much more sense. Having 
Vehicular access at Palm and Nees will have no impact on residential traffic, will be much safer for 
walk.ers and bikers, is the closest access to the river and therefore the most convenient In addition, 
ltiere are businesses in the area which could benefit as well. II seems that alternatives 3 and 5B would 
have a positive impact on all involved, and would a·1so continue to be In compliance with the City of 
Fresno General Plan 2035. Therefore, I respectfu lly encourage the SJRC to omit alternative 1 as an 
option .and adopt alternative 3 and 5B. 

Sincerely, 
Leighann Milford 

A 

B 

C 

D 
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Letter 
I-182 

R
esponse 

Leighann M
ilford 

A
pril 15, 2017 

1-182A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for access at P

alm
 and N

ees avenues and opposition to access 

at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive because of near accidents w
ith cars com

ing around the corner of D
el 

M
ar A

venue onto W
est R

iverview
 D

rive, and creating traffic congestion, crow
ded parking, and 

putting pedestrians at risk.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for access at Palm
 and N

ees avenues and opposition to access at 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed project does not include vehicular 

access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, “Project D

escription,” in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. A

lternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees Access, w
ould require acquisition of 

private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require additional 

m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. 

 I 
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I-182B
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 over concerns about traffic congestion getting 

out of the neighborhood at peak traffic tim
es w

ith cars trying to get onto A
udubon and causing 

near collisions, and added traffic w
orsening the traffic situation.  

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. See also response to C

om
m

ent I-182A about 

Alternative 1. 

I-182C
 The com

m
ent asks for consideration of environm

ental risks related to hom
es that border the 

R
iver, including hom

eless encam
pm

ents, excessive trash, and potential fire hazards and crim
e, 

and expresses support for putting the trail as close to the R
iver as possible to avoid dirt trails and 

dum
ped trash.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for a trail close to the R
iver bank (Alternative 3) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. In Alternative 3, the trail extension w
ould be aligned closer to the R

iver’s edge 

(around the O
 Pond) in the m

ore southerly (dow
nstream

) portion of the site, and w
ould rem

ain as 

proposed by the project in the northerly (upstream
) portion of the site. This inform

ation w
ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

H
ow

ever, Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the 

proposed project and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster Plan. 

The analysis concluded that like the proposed project, the alternatives, including A
lternative 1, 

w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or perform
ance standards for fire or 

police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould occur. The proposed project, as w

ell as the alternatives, w
ould 

im
prove response by law

 enforcem
ent and em

ergency first responders to the R
iver bottom

 

com
pared to current conditions. S

ee Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and 

M
aintenance,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. The project w

ould include ongoing m
aintenance 

activities, including trash service, vegetation trim
m

ing, and sim
ilar m

ethods to ensure a 

w
elcom

ing experience. 

I-182D
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 and support for A
lternatives 3 and 5B

 

because w
ould not have im

pact on residential traffic, safer for pedestrians, closest access to the 

R
iver, there are businesses there that could benefit, and w

ould be in com
pliance w

ith C
ity of 

Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan. 

I 
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The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5B and opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for 

the proposed project. The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay 

M
aster P

lan requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the 

R
iver. S

ee response to C
om

m
ent I-182A

 about Alternatives 1 and 5B
. S

ee also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 
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LETTER 1-183: 
Michael Murphy, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

A'om: 
To: 
C<;: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Importance: 

Michael M11rnbv 
Melinda Macks 
Michael Murohv· kr:is tioewalter@comcast,oet 
Eaton Trail Elc tension DEIR rorrment. 
Sarurday, April 15, 2.017 11: 25; 36 AM 
~igh 

Dear Ms. Melinda Marks: 

As the time draws near for the San Joaquin River Conservancy (SJRC) to make a 
decision about where to make the San Joaquin River accessible to the general 
public, I would like to express my opinion. I believe strongly in the development of 
the River Parkway , as it is a resource that needs to be shared with the communities of 
Fresno and Ma.dera. I have IIVed most of my life within walking distance of the. river 
and it has always been a part of my life . 

I do have concerns on how this resource is going to be presented to the public. The 
2035 General Plan adopted in 2014 addresses many of these concerns. The River 
Parkway is adjacent to both public and residential areas. The General Plan provides 
vehicular access through the public areas and pedestrian access through the 
residential areas; which. in my belief is a sound idea. Asa resident adjacent to the 
Eaton Trail Extension DEIR I am not in favor of Alternative 1. 

Riverview (Alternative 1) access directs vehicula r traffic into a residential zone that is 
already suffering ongo ing issues. Audubon is a poo rly designed avenue. Presently 
there ts much danger where Del Mar meets Audubon due to traffic. Drlvers accelerate 
down the overpass into the curve and are then forced to merge from 2 lo 1 lanes. At 
the same time; cyclists are using the hill to gain momentum, which results in high rate 
non-motorized speeds using the same merge and single lane. 

The Riverview access also removes any buffer between the public and residents. In 
the current plan without the vehicular access from Riverview there are 50 proposed 
vehicula r stalls. With Spano Park at Pa lm and Nees already established; there will be 
no heed for more parking . In the EIR Section 4 .2; Environmenta l Justice suggests 
Riverview as the solution , but you must pass one of the other two, proposed or 
existing parking locations to gain access to Audubon . This is equivalent to insta'lling 
an ADA bathroom on the second floor and telling someone In a wheelchair to take the 
sta irs because it's more convenient. 

Traffic aside , there are other problems that come wlth the parking areas. After hours, 
parks often do not empty. The homeless encampment we already have will migrate 
to the bathrooms for the water source and shelter. If the homeless do not completely 
inhabit the car pa rk, the local high school students will turn the area into a party spot. 
Underage partying has been go ing on as long as I ca n remembe r and in a 
compromised brush area the risk for a fire to breakout will be great with bonfire 
potentials and underage intoxication. Before Millerton was patrolled at least 4 fires 
broke out on the Madera Boat ramp ; At Riverview there is no buffer to provide fire 

1-183 

A 

B 

C 
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A:COM 

services time to respond . This puts residents and property at risk. 

While comparihg the Eaton Trail EIR to the River West-Madera Master Pfan I noticed 
there were municipality statements in the Madera report but not in the Fresno report . 
Madera stated its plans and budget to move or develop new services to provide for 
the project. In the Eaton Trail EIR the presence of municipality statements was not 
present. The EIR makes references to police and fire services but nowhere do I find 
matching plans or lln~ Items in the Fresno City or County budgets. Police Chief Dyer 
has approached my company to donate A TV's to help patrol the river bottom . The 
added Fresno PO patrol requirements would straln resources that are already 
underfunded and unable to handle current needs. Adding the Eaton trail patrol would 
strain those resources beyond the break1ng point. 

As a good neighbor I ask that you limit Riverview to pedestrian and cycle traffic only 
and keep it closed to any vehicular traffic. 

Michael Murphy 
231 W Bluff Ave 
Fresno CA 93711 
(559) 374-5059 
mike-murph@att net 

3251 1. The conservancy shall be responslbl'e for operation and maintenance of the 
parkway. The conservancy shall close to the public any lands or facilities which 
it is unable to maintain in a clean and safe manner and to adequately protect 
the wildlife and rights of adjacent property owners from the public, including 
areas downstream from the Highway 99 crossing affected by the use of the parkway. 

D 
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Letter 
I-183 

R
esponse 

M
ichael M

urphy 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-183A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral 

P
lan provides for vehicular access through the public areas and pedestrian access through the 

residential areas, and because A
udubon is poorly designed for drivers and cyclists and the 

intersection of D
el M

ar and A
udubon is dangerous. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. See also Section 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation 

of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

I-183B
 The com

m
ent says that W

est R
iverview

 D
rive access w

ould rem
ove any buffer betw

een the 

public and residents, there is not the need for added parking because S
pano P

ark and P
alm

 and 

N
ees avenues are already established, and som

eone w
ould have to pass these tw

o parking 

locations to gain access to A
udubon.  

See response to C
om

m
ent I-183A about A

lternative 1. 

I-183C
 The com

m
ent expresses concerns about the parking lot after hours, such as hom

eless 

encam
pm

ent and high school student partying, risk of fire from
 bonfires and underage 

intoxication, there w
ould be no buffer to provide fire services putting hom

es at risk, and stating at 

least for fires broke out on M
adera boat ram

p. 

I 
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P

age 2.3-799 

The analysis concluded that like the proposed project, the alternatives, including A
lternative 1, 

w
ould not alter existing public service ratios, response tim

es, or perform
ance standards for fire or 

police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould occur. The proposed project, as w

ell as the alternatives, w
ould 

im
prove response by law

 enforcem
ent and em

ergency first responders to the R
iver bottom

 

com
pared to current conditions. A

lternative 1 w
ould provide appropriate em

ergency-vehicle 

access (fire, police, and am
bulance) via the W

est R
iverview

 D
rive entrance onto the project site, 

including the additional parking lot. Alternative 5 w
ould provide appropriate em

ergency-vehicle 

access (fire, police, and am
bulance) via a paved road from

 Palm
 and N

ees avenues entrance 

onto the project site. B
oth w

ould also provide additional em
ergency egress for m

em
bers of the 

public using the trail.  

I-183D
 The com

m
ent says m

unicipality statem
ents in the R

iver W
est-M

adera M
aster P

lan are not in E
IR

 

regarding M
adera plans and budget to m

ove or develop new
 services to provide for the project 

and that the E
IR

 references police and fire services that are not included in the Fresno C
ity or 

C
ounty budgets, further straining resources for R

iver bottom
 patrol.  

The developm
ent of a secure and adequate source of operations and m

aintenance funding for 

the project w
ill be necessary before the project can be constructed and opened for public use. 

These financial considerations are not part of the C
EQ

A review
 of environm

ental im
pacts. U

nder 

Section 15131 of the State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, econom

ic and social im
pacts are not considered as 

significant environm
ental effects. See response to C

om
m

ent I-63B about public services and 

project m
aintenance. 
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LETTER I-184: 
Elizabeth Olin, April 16, 2017 

 

A:COM 

A'om: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

rn Mir tb Olio 
Melinda Madss 
River West Eaton Trail Exmnsicn DEIR 
Sunday, Aprl) 16, ?.017 3:20:16 PM 

Dear Ms Marks, 

I am writing to provide comments on the River West Eaton Trail Extension DEIR. My 
comments focus on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project with all three 
potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Ave Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41; 
2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated in Alternative 1; 
3. Perrin/Nees Access evaluated In Alternatrve 5. 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR Wtth all these access points. By 
including all three access points, people throughout the Fresno-Madera metropolitan 
reg ion will have equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for considering these comments regarding access to the project site. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Olin 

1-184 

A 
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Letter 
I-184 

R
esponse 

Elizabeth O
lin 

April 16, 2017 

I-184A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three potential access points—

at the P
errin 

A
venue undercrossing via S

R
 41, at R

iverview
 D

rive evaluated as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues evaluated as A

lternative 5—
for equitable access to people throughout the Fresno-

M
adera m

etropolitan region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-185: 
Gregory Olin, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Gre,;rn:v Din 
Melinda Mad::i 
River West D ErR 
Saturday , Apn1 15, 2017 li,14:55 PM 

Oear Ms-. Mark and members of the Conservancy Board, 

1-185 

I urge you to approve the River West DEIR with Alternatives 1, 2, and ·s. Fresno now claims half a 
million residents. We need parks that give people recreational opportunities outdoors. But what good 
are par~ if people do not have access to them? The Proposed Project has ~n outstanding multtpurpose 
trail and then severely limits ,access. It's ironic to build an urban cycling and walking trail that one can 
access 011ty Via a clmfitous route by car. 

Th e Conservancy should approve all t hree access points and fulfill its obligation to manage the park for 
the safety and satisfaction of its users and nearby residents. Other municipalities do this. So can we. 
Approve the DEIR with Alternativ.es 1, 2 and 5. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory Olin 

A 
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Letter 
I-185 

R
esponse 

G
regory O

lin 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-185A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for three access points (A

lternatives 1, 2, and 5) to provide 

m
ore access and less driving for cycling and w

alking the trail, and for fulfillm
ent of the 

C
onservancy’s obligation to m

anage the park for the safety and satisfaction of its users and 

nearby residents. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of A
lternatives 1, 2, and 5 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of A
udubon D

rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). Alternative 5 w
ould 

require acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould 

require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials.  

Alternative 2 w
as developed to reduce the proposed circuitous trail alignm

ent and reduce 

potential im
pacts on riparian habitat and disturbance to nearby residences on the floodplain. 

H
ow

ever, this alternative w
ould not im

prove lim
ited access to the R

iver for disadvantaged 

com
m

unities com
pared to the proposed project and w

ould result in im
pacts sim

ilar to those of the 

proposed project. 
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LETTER I-186: 
Yvonne Osuna, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

A'om: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Yvonne Psi ma 
Melinda Madis 
SJRC 
Saturday , Apn115, 20178:46:33 PM 

This comment is in regards to the San Joaquin River Conservancy Access . . 
I would like to express my comment/vote for Plan 3 .. whicl'l is consistent with the 
Cfty Plan ... It has a t rail close to the river, parking at Palm and Nees, access to bus, 
traffic control In place and commercial use. This Plan is well suited for this project 
and not impeding in a resfdentlal area. 

My contact information ... 
Yvonne Osuna 
333 W Bluff Ave 
Fresno, CA 93711 
Email. . Yxo.2769@gmail.Com 

Thank you 

1-186 

A 
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age 2.3-805 

Letter 
I-186 

R
esponse 

Yvonne O
suna 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-186A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 because it is consistent w
ith the C

ity of 

Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan, has a trail close to the R
iver, parking at P

alm
 and N

ees avenues, 

bus access, traffic control, com
m

ercial use, and w
ill not im

pede a residential area.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. H
ow

ever, 

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed project. 

The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the Parkw

ay M
aster Plan requiring 

that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver.  

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. A

lternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees Access, w
ould require acquisition of 

private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require additional 

m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. See also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 
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LETTER I-187: 
Char Parrish, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

Fron,: 0,., r Bmisb 
To: Melinda Macks 
Cc=: Kdatine Walter 
Subject: DEIR ~esponse 

Date: Sarurday, Apn1 15, 2017 4;33,4B PM 

Dear Ms Marks -

I am new to the Audobon/Del Mar 
neighborhood and am very happy to be 
here. The current amount of activity for 
the public to access the river and trails 
is more than acceptable in my opinion as r 
firmly believe all Fresno citizens should 
have reasonable access and be able to 
enjoy this beautiful area of our city. 

However, I am opposed to increasing the 
access via a public parking lot at River 
View and Bluff. This would be a major 
disruption to an already established 
neighborhood creating additional safety 
and dust concerns and does not enable 
ready access by public transportation and 
does not support the 2035 General Plan. 

1) Please register my firm opposition to 
Alternative 1. The corner of Audobon and 
Del Mar is already overly impacted with 
traffic and does not naturally support 
additional vehicles. 

1-187 

A 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
  

 Page 2.3-807 

 

A:COM 

2) Please register my support of 
Alternatives 3 and SB. I enthusiastically 
encourage and support vehicular access to 
the river via the Hwy 41 Bridge and/or the 
Palm/Nees industrial area as noted in SB. 
In addition, r encourage and support 
development of Alternative 3 as it allows 
for optimum enjoyment of the river by a 
maximum number of people to include 
seniors and those with disabilities. 

r eagerly anticipate the results of this 
project and a reasonable solution for all. 

Best regards -
char Parrish 
320 W Bluff 

B 
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Letter 
I-187 

R
esponse 

C
har Parrish 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-187A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because increasing access via a public 

parking lot at W
est R

iverview
 and B

luff w
ould disrupt the neighborhood creating additional safety 

and dust concerns, does not provide access by public transportation and does not support the 

C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral P
lan. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. See also Section 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation 

of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. See also S

ection 3.11 in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
 for an evaluation of project consistency w

ith policies of the G
eneral P

lan. 

I-187B
 The com

m
enter’s support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 are noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project.  

H
ow

ever, Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed 

project. The trail alignm
ent in Alternative 3 conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan 

requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. S
ee 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis 

found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed 

project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to 

I 
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address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er 

landfill.  
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LETTER I-188: 
Craig Poole, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

A'om: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 15, 2017 

craio roale@mor:ast net 
Melrnda Mach: 
River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 
Saturday , April 15, 2017 11:44:00 AM 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks; 

1-188 

l'm writing to provide comments on the RTver West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus 
on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 
three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2 , Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3 . Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points 
included. By including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing 
aocessrble from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive , and Palm 
and Nees), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have 
equitable access to the project site . 

I live near several of the access points and welcome people driving to a destination in 
the neighborhood rather than just speeding through the neighborhood. Perhaps some 
added trafflc will slow down the traffic drlving through our neighborhood. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Since rely , 

Craig Poole 
310 W. Audubon Dr. 
Fresno, CA 93711 

.A 
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P

age 2.3-811 

Letter 
I-188 

R
esponse 

C
raig Poole 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-188A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three potential access points—

at the P
errin 

A
venue undercrossing via S

R
 41, at R

iverview
 D

rive evaluated as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues evaluated as A

lternative 5—
for equitable access to people throughout the Fresno-

M
adera m

etropolitan region and because added traffic to the neighborhood m
ay slow

 speeding 

traffic dow
n.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 

 
 

I 
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LETTER 1-189: 
Greg. Powell, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: Greoo rv 5 Fti'WtU· 
To~ Melinda Madss 
Subject: Fresno River West Project 
Date: Saturday, April 15, 2017 5: 11:26 PM 

To: Me linda Marks, Executive Officer 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E. Olive 

Fresno CA 93727 

Via E-mail: Melinda Marks@sirc.ca gov 

1-189 

Re: FresnoRiverWest Project-Support for Al ternatives 3 and SB; and Opposition to Alternative 

1 

Dear Ms, Ma ,ks: 

My family ,(myself, my wife, and our 4 year old son) lives on Brier Clrcle .. just off Audobon ilnd Del 

Mar. We are concerned that the San Joaquin River ConseNancy is considering a Fresno River West 

Project plan which includes Alternative 1. Having I1ved on Brier Circ le since 2010, my wife and I have 

watched the ever-increasing traffic on Audubon and we have witnessed, and been victims of, near­

miss accidents resu lting from the he,avy traffic, which often travels in excess of the speed limit . 

I am a frequent cyclist and have enjoyed the Eaton Trall over t he years, and now my son is learning 

to ride h is bicycle , We oppose Alternative 1 because it wou Id result in increased trafficflow in our 

res idential neighborhood . The insta llat ion of a traffic light or rounda bout are inadequate responses 

to Alternative 1, which wi ll increase traffic at an already dangerous intersection. The San Joaquin 

River Conservancy must be concerned not only for the safely of drivers, but also the cyclists and 

children who live In al.Jr neighborhood . 

Having lohg enjoyed tbe San Joaquin River and its parks a11d trails . we are in favor of the safe and 

responsible development of this regional amenity for all citizens of Fresno County. Because 

Alternative 1 is contraiyto the City of Fresno' s 2035 General Plan by directing vehicle access 

through W. RiveNiew Drive, and because It w ill bring substantial non-residential traffic through a 

res idential neighborhood, we respectfully request that the San Joaquin River ConseNancy adopt 

Alternat1ves 3 and SB . These Alternatives will provide vehicle access via non-res1dential and 

commercial areas without unnecessarily and dangerous ly increasing the traffic in our 

neighborhood. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. and ple ase contact me rfyou have any questions, 

Greg Powell 

203 W. Brier Circle 

Fresno, CA 93711 

559-259-9728 

pspowell@comca5t net 

A 

B 
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age 2.3-813 

Letter 
I-189 

R
esponse 

G
reg Pow

ell 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-189A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because increasing traffic flow
 on A

udubon 

w
ould result in additional traffic in the neighborhood and installation of a traffic light or roundabout 

is an inadequate response to A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ill increase traffic to an already dangerous 

intersection for drivers, cyclists, and children. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. See also Section 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation 

of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

I-189B
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because they provide vehicular 

access via non-residential and com
m

ercial area w
ith increasing traffic to neighborhood, and 

opposition to A
lternative 1 because it is contrary to the C

ity of Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan by 

directing vehicular access through W
est R

iverview
 D

rive, bringing substantial non-residential 

traffic through the neighborhood. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 and 5B
 and opposition to A

lternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. 

I 
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P
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H
ow

ever, Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the proposed 

project. The trail alignm
ent in Alternative 3 conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan 

requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the R

iver. S
ee 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis 

found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the proposed 

project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to 

address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er 

landfill. S
ee response to C

om
m

ent I-189A
 about Alternative 1. S

ee also Section 3.11 in V
olum

e I 

of this FEIR
 for an evaluation of project consistency w

ith policies of the G
eneral Plan. 

 
 

I 
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LETTER I-190: 
Sharon Powers, April 16, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 15, 2017 

sNtmnrower:s@ooorasr ner 
Melinda Mack5 
River access 
Sunda y, April 16, 2017 6: 39:05 PM 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaqufri River Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm wr!tlng to provide comments on the Rfver West Fresno DIEIR. My comments 
focus oh how access will be provided to the project site . 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 
three potential access points included: 

1. 1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2. 2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3. 3 . Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points 
included. By Including all three access points (Perrln Avenue undercrossing 
accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 41 , Riverview Drive , and Palm 
and Nees), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropo'litan Region will have 
equitable access to the project site . 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely , 

Sharon Powers 
529 E. Holland, Avenue. 
Fresno CA, 93704 

1-190 

A 
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Letter 
I-190 

R
esponse 

Sharon Pow
ers 

A
pril 16, 2017 

I-190A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval of all three potential access points—

at the P
errin 

A
venue undercrossing via S

R
 41, at R

iverview
 D

rive evaluated as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues evaluated as A

lternative 5—
for equitable access to people throughout the Fresno-

M
adera m

etropolitan region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-191: 
Dale and Debbie Priaulx, April 15, 2017 

  

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Good afternoon Melinda, 

DebnDale Priaulx <priaulx@gmail.com > 
Saturday, April 15, 2017 5:02 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Deb & Dale Priaulx 

1-191 

[MSOFRCE QUARANTINE] Comments River West Fresno, Eaton Trail Extension Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 
2017 04 15 Marks, Melinda SJRC.docx 

Please find our comments regarding the Eaton Trail Extension Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

Tiiank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Dale & Debbie Priaulx 

A:COM 
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A:COM 

Dale & Dabbia (Hunsaker) Priaulx 

8485 N Ridgeview Ave , Fresno CA 93711-6904 

April 15, 2017 

Melinda. Ma rks@sjrc.ca .gov 

Meli11,cla M!'l1'k$, Exe •111.jvc Director 

San Joaquin l~iver Conse1vancy 

5469 F, Olive, Fresno CA 93727 

Dear ]\ifs l\lfa rks, 

We <1rc a rcskknt locat.ccl r1car the San ,Joaqllin River Parkway and are writing lo you 
tocl:;iy 1D express onr s tTong oppo-sition to Alternative 1 and ont· strong support of 
Alternatives 3 and 5Bi Eaton 'frail Extension .Project. 

Some of our ieasons r<>r opposihon to Al1ernati11e 1 s t.arts with 1J1e irn::rease ill vehicle 

traffic thru the neighbosh.oods and on Audubon, which is already congested and a safety 
couccru, should Alternative 1 be adopted . Wlieu leaving tl1e ueighborhood to go to work 01 

shopping, I've persom,lly v.7itnessed neat Ulisses at 1.11 intersectio.n o l"Del M;;ir <.1ml 

Audubon, as well as Drier Circle & Del Mar. Alternative 1 would only compow1d this 

safety issue and U1e vroposetl solutiou of a roLmdabouL wo Ltld create an even bigger safely 
nighb:uare . 

The City of Fresno's recently adopted 2035 General Plan allowed for vcl'ticlt access tluu 
PalIJl Hnrl Nees, not via Riverview, Palm & Nees i. t1 1c pe .. fcct location !or vehicular traffic 

A 

for river access as it's a commercial corner and will not affect J'esiclential traffic, there is 
already a signalized system in place designed for the type of 1rnffic access would require. it B 
would 1,e rn1,Jd1 more convenient w the residents oftlic <;jty and would provide a safer 
access system for boaters, horseback riders and others who require a safe and convenient 
way to access the rivet. Access tbru ou:r ncighbothood docs not provide these tlriugs. 

We suppo1~t responsible and safe development; however the safety of ow· neighborhood 
is paramoU11t when determining best access point. There already has been an increase 
in 110ise, cl ust and t11:1rnc, Adding a parkin g lot would only increase the potential for 
.cJust pollution, not t.o mention the safety concerns with residents, pedestiians a.ncl 
bicyclists, therefore we respect th.lly ask that you adopt Alternatives 3 and 58. 

Sincernly, 

~ _._ 
0, -, N 
0 _._ 
-.,J 
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A:COM 

Dale & Debbie (Hunsaker) Priaulx 
priaulx@qrnail.com 
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Letter 
I-191 

R
esponse 

D
ale and D

ebbie Priaulx 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-191A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because it w
ould increase vehicular access 

through a neighborhood that has near m
isses at the intersection of D

el M
ar and A

udubon and 

B
rier C

ircle and D
el M

ar, com
pounding safety issues, and support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 and 5B
 and opposition to A

lternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for 

the proposed project. The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay 

M
aster P

lan requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the 

R
iver. S

ee Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The analysis found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple 

alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place vehicular access at the W

est R
iverview

 

D
rive location. Sim

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay segm
ents under A

lternative 1 have 

sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, 

traffic volum
e is anticipated to increase because visitors w

ould turn at the Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar 

Avenue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. 

The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that 

im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning construction of the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C

ity constructing and operating 

traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation 

m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno, and the C
onservancy cannot 

guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented because they are controlled by another 

agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to be significant and unavoidable.  

I-191B
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 G

eneral 

P
lan allow

s for vehicular access at P
alm

 and N
ees avenues, not via W

est R
iverview

 D
rive; and 

that the intersection of P
alm

 and N
ees avenues is a perfect location for vehicular traffic for R

iver 

access because it is a com
m

ercial corner, w
ould not affect residential traffic, is already signalized 

for that type of traffic, and provides m
ore convenient access for all types of users. 

I 
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See response to C
om

m
ent I-191A. S

ee also Section 3.11 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for an 

evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

I-191C
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 and opposition to A

lternative 1 

because an added parking lot w
ould potentially increase existing noise, dust, and traffic and 

safety concerns for pedestrians. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-191A about A

lternative 3 and 5B and the A
lternative 1 transportation 

analysis. See S
ection 3.13 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
 regarding the analysis of potential noise 

im
pacts from

 the proposed project. The analysis concluded that operation of the project for 

recreational use w
ould not expose visitors or receptors to noise levels in excess of standards. 

N
oise w

ould be generated by people, horses, and vehicles entering the site and by occasional 

vehicles and equipm
ent for operations, m

aintenance, and m
anagem

ent. The resulting noise 

levels w
ould not exceed standards adopted by the C

ity for adjacent uses. The operational im
pact 

w
ould be less than significant. C

onstruction activities under the project or alternatives w
ould 

cause a short-term
 tem

porary increase in am
bient noise levels and the noise levels could exceed 

am
bient noise standards established by the C

ity of Fresno for residential areas. H
ow

ever, 

im
plem

entation of M
itigation M

easure N
oise-1 w

ould reduce the im
pact to less than significant. 

(see Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). 
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LETTER I-192: 
Gaylord R. Ransom, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

from: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Ms. Marks, 

Bick Ransom 
Melinda Marks 
San hlquin Ri,er Aa::ess 
Saturday , Aixil 15 , 2017 6,35:51 PM 

I am a resident of a home on Eagle Court. My back yard backs up to the 
River View access, 

lhe use of the pedestrian access has been increasing a lot in the last 
few months. We have experiences gun shots, having our fence cut, folks 
dimbing over our fence, and a general increase In trash being thrown 
onto our property. 

Have this access open to vehicular traffic is only going, to make a bad 
situation worse. 

Don't get me wrong,, I have long been in favor of the safe and 
responsible development of this regronal amenity for all of the 
citizens of Fresno County. My wife and I walk parts of the trail 
often. 

D~d opening the trail needs to consider a few things for it to be a 
good thing for everyone, namely: 

1} Safe and reasonable i!Ccess to the trail 
2) The policies and plans adopted by the affected local agencies. 
3)River Environmental concerns 
'!)Trails located near the riVer 
S)Addresses safety issues including traffic impacts, wild fires, fire 
and police protection, water safety, Vandalism, trash, homeless 
encampments, and trail m<1iAte11ance, 

I am strongly opposed to Altet11ative 1 of the EIR In that -lt violates 
the Cities 2035 General Plan, Traffic along Audubon and 'Del Mar will 
be a nlghtmare. 

Ian very much in favor of Alternatrves 3 and 58. The access at 
Woodward park already exrsts, and access at Palm and Ness Is all but 
complete due to the existing road and gate. Not only that, but the 
Palm and Nees road drops on off right at tile rivers edge and makes 
access to the river easy, especially for this p~tting boats into the 
water and for persons with disabilities. 

An access via Spano Park makes great sense in that it re<1I evade the 
issues of commerclal traffic into a residential area, does not burden 
the already tqxed Audubon and Del Mar traffic lssues, it is located in 
a bulb cul-d-sac with lots of parklng, it h<1s a traffic light, it's 
adjacent to existing commercial uses, and give a great access point to 
the river. 

In clos1ng, in consideration of all the ph,ises and minuses of the 
various EIR proposal, I encourage you to select Alternative 3 and .SB 
as the best possible solution for all the people of FRESNO to have a 
chance to enjoy this gre<1t natural resource, 

Regards, 

A 

B 

C 
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A:COM 

Gaylord R. Ransom 
3411 W. Eagle Court 
Fresno, CA 93711 

Sent from my IPad 
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Letter 
I-192 

R
esponse 

G
aylord R

. R
ansom

 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-192A
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to W

est R
iverview

 D
rive access because there has been an 

increase in gun shots, fence cutting and clim
bing, and trash and the access point w

ould m
ake it 

w
orse. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis concluded that like the 

proposed project, the alternatives, including Alternative 1, w
ould not alter existing public service 

ratios, response tim
es, or perform

ance standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould 

occur. The proposed project, as w
ell as the alternatives, w

ould im
prove response by law

 

enforcem
ent and em

ergency first responders to the R
iver bottom

 com
pared to current conditions. 

See Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The project w
ould include ongoing m

aintenance activities, including trash service, vegetation 

trim
m

ing, and sim
ilar m

ethods to ensure a w
elcom

ing experience. 

I-192B
 The com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because violates the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 

G
eneral P

lan, and trail needs to consider safe and reasonable access, local policies and plans, 

R
iver environm

ental im
pacts, trails near the R

iver, and address safety issues including traffic 

im
pacts, w

ild fires, fire and police protection, w
ater safety, vandalism

, trash, hom
eless 

encam
pm

ents, and trail m
aintenance. 

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The proposed 

project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee D

EIR
 Section 2.4, 

“Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
.  

See D
EIR

 S
ection 3.17 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
 for the transportation analysis for the proposed 

project. A traffic analysis w
as prepared for the project in accordance w

ith the C
ity of Fresno 

Traffic Im
pact Study R

eport G
uidelines for use in C

EQ
A project review

 (A
ppendix H

 in Volum
e III 

of this FEIR
). The analysis concluded that traffic im

pacts from
 the proposed project w

ould be less 

than significant. See the hazards and hazardous m
aterials analysis for the proposed project in 

Section 3.9 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. Im
plem

entation of M
itigation M

easures H
azards and 

H
azardous M

aterials–1 through H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials–6 w

ould reduce the potential 

w
ildland fire im

pact to less than significant because the C
onservancy w

ould provide appropriate 

em
ergency access and signage; w

ould prohibit open burning and the use of barbeque grills; 

w
ould perform

 annual and periodic fire prevention activities; w
ould require all construction and 

I 
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P
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m
aintenance equipm

ent to be properly equipped w
ith spark arrestors; and w

ould prepare and 

im
plem

ent a fire prevention plan for construction activities. 

Because A
lternative 1 w

ould entail construction of additional facilities, including the parking area 

accessible from
 W

est R
iverview

 D
rive, the potential for w

ildland fire hazards from
 sparks em

itted 

by construction equipm
ent w

ould be slightly greater than the project’s w
ildland fire hazard, and 

the im
pact w

ould be potentially significant. The hazards and hazardous m
aterials BM

Ps identified 

in D
EIR

 Section 2.5.2 (see Volum
e I of this FEIR

) w
ould be im

plem
ented as part of Alternative 1. 

Additionally, im
plem

enting M
itigation M

easures H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials–1 through 

H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials–6, w

ould reduce the im
pact to less than significant. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area upon the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation 

M
easure A

lt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the 

C
ity of Fresno, and the C

onservancy cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be 

im
plem

ented because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to 

be significant and unavoidable. See also Section 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation 

of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. See also S

ection 3.11 in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
 for an evaluation of project consistency w

ith policies of the G
eneral P

lan. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-92A about the public services analysis and project m

anagem
ent, 

operations and m
aintenance. S

ee response to C
om

m
ent I-191A. See also Section 3.11 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of the G

eneral P
lan. 

I-192C
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 and 5B
 for various reasons, including access at 

P
alm

 and N
ees avenues provides better R

iver access, w
ould evade com

m
ercial traffic issues in a 

residential area, has a traffic light, has lots of parking, and is all but com
plete w

ith existing road 

and gate, and access at W
oodw

ard P
ark already exists.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 and 5B
 and opposition to A

lternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

I 
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on the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for 

the proposed project. The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay 

M
aster P

lan requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the 

R
iver. S

ee Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The analysis found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. 

 
 

I 
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LETTER I-193: 
Karla Ransom, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

ft'om: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 15, 2017 

Dear Ms Marks, 

lwda Baomm 
Melinda Marks 
River~= 
Saturday, April IS, 2017 6:47:26 PM 

1-1 93 

In writing this letter to you I can fist all of the reasons that the San Joaquin River Access Coalition has 
listed on why the access to the fiver should be Alternatives 3 and SB. It has all been layed out clearly 
for you in mariy mys and I agree with <111 of it. I want to let you know my own personal thoughts on 
why these two alternatives at·e better then the Riverview access. The back of my house is right at the 
gate at the end of !Riverview. I walk the river with my dog, my grandkids have fished In the ponds. It is 
a wonderful area for everyone to use, and I thlnk should be used by all people. For my family, belng 
down near the river is the area tlrnt is the most fun, having a trail up by the bluffs w111 only cause 
people to make their own trails down to the river. I 've seen them do it. What has already been done by 
the conservancy as far as plants and watering originally have been damaged by people wa lking down to 
the liver. Having a trall by the liver will control the access and will keep the area nicer and easier to 
maintain . 

Speaking of mainti,in.ing, thts is a big concern of mine. Trash is a problem now, on the trans t11at are 
there now, at the end of Riverview, and in my back yard. I've picked up bear bottl·es an trash that 
people have dumped, in my yard . How is this all. going to be ma intained? ls there a fund that will pay 
for security, cleanup, and maintenance7 We have had gun shots behind our house on Riverview. We 
have had our chain, link fence damaged by people going down to the river. I've watched what I believe 
to be drug deals on Riverview. I've had a passed out .person ln his car with the music playing loudly, 
there have been multiple car alarms going off at all hours. I would be curious to see how many car 
burglaries have occurred th.ere on Riverview. At 11 at night people come back from fishing and play 
their radios an talk loudly on Riverview. We've had a car on fire. Who el/er is responsible doesn't come 
and lock or unlock the gate. I've watched people cut ·locks off the gate behlnd us when it was closed 
with a chain, and others climb the new gate and- drop metal on the road to open the ,iutomatic gate. If 
Riverview is an access there has to be .security, maintenance and clean up. lfthere isn't everyone will 
loose on using the river. 

As far as the Audubon DelMar irrtersection. I can't tell you the number of accidents I have seen and 
heard over the last 15 years. This was not a problem when Audubon was closed at Nees, but since they 
have opened up the access to Nees the traffic is fast and it Is very difficult to get off of DelMar aad 
onto Audubon . This is also an Intersection that the police have sat at for years catching speeders. It is 
not a spot for a trnffic llgM and especlally a round about 

One more thougt\t on making Riverview an access from a personal perspective. I understand that it will 
allow those who live in the Pinedale are-a access to the river, but the nearest bus stop is at Friant and 
First. II is a walk to get to Riverview from there plus there is a good walk to get from Riverview to the 
river. An Access at the end of Palm allows People to take the bus right to the entrance with the river 
very close. Making the entrance at Riverview Is actually hindering people who want to get to the river. 

1 support allowing everyone access to the river and e11joy1n.9 it. I guess my thought Is that when we all 
work together to make a project happen it will be the most successful working together. It doesn't help 
anyone when there Is continual fighting and not much gets done. I would love to work together with 
you to make this projects successful for everyone using Alternatives 3 and SB. 

Thank yQu for listenlng to my concerns. I hope we can work together to make this a great opportunity 
for all people of Fresno to enjoy the river. 

Sincerely, 

Karla Ransom 

A 

B 
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Letter 
I-193 

R
esponse 

K
arla R

ansom
 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-193A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 because w

ould not cause people 

m
aking trails to the R

iver from
 the bluffs, existing plants have already been dam

aged, and m
aking 

it easier to control access and m
aintain. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 3 and 5B
 and opposition to A

lternative 1 is noted. 

This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. H
ow

ever, A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for 

the proposed project. The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay 

M
aster P

lan requiring that the m
ultiuse trail be set back a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet along the 

R
iver. S

ee Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The analysis found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. 

I-193B
 The com

m
ent expresses concerns about m

aintenance as there is a trash problem
 and asks if 

there is provision and funding for security, cleanup, and m
aintenance and says there has been 

gunshots, chain-link fence cutting/dam
age and clim

bing, late-night noise, possible drug deals on 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive, and a car on fire. 

See Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The project w
ould include ongoing m

aintenance activities, including trash service, vegetation 

trim
m

ing, and sim
ilar m

ethods to ensure a w
elcom

ing experience. U
nder Section 15131 of the 

State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, econom

ic and social im
pacts are not considered as significant 

environm
ental effects. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis concluded that like the 

proposed project, the alternatives, including Alternative 1, w
ould not alter existing public service 

ratios, response tim
es, or perform

ance standards for fire or police protection. N
o im

pact w
ould 

occur. The proposed project, as w
ell as the alternatives, w

ould im
prove response by law

 

enforcem
ent and em

ergency first responders to the R
iver bottom

 com
pared to current conditions. 

I-193C
 The com

m
ent expresses concern about the intersection of A

udubon D
rive and D

el M
ar A

venue 

because there have been a num
ber of accidents; the traffic is fast, m

aking it difficult to get off D
el 

I 
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M
ar A

venue and onto A
udubon D

rive; police w
atch out for speeders; and this w

ould not be a spot 

for a traffic light or roundabout. 

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple 

alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place vehicular access at the W

est R
iverview

 

D
rive location. Sim

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay segm
ents under A

lternative 1 have 

sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, 

traffic volum
e is anticipated to increase because visitors w

ould turn at the Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar 

Avenue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. 

The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that 

im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning construction of the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C

ity constructing and operating 

traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation 

m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno, and the C
onservancy cannot 

guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented because they are controlled by another 

agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to be significant and unavoidable. 

I-193D
 The com

m
ent expresses support for access at the end of P

alm
 A

venue because it provides bus 

transit close to the entrance w
ith the R

iver and the closest transit stop to W
est R

iverview
 D

rive 

w
ould require a good w

alk to W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and the trail. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for access at the end of P
alm

 Avenue is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The 

proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 Section 

2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. A

lternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees A
ccess, w

ould require acquisition of 

private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require additional 

m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. 

I-193E
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 3 and 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-193A. 

 
 

I 
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LETTER I-194: 
Adolfo Recinos Sorto, April 17, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Adolfo Bedn95 
Melinda Marks 
River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 
Monday, Apri l 17, 2017 9 :53:28 AM 
THEMIS 3160-iR2525 arecinos 170417095013 0001.od( 

Please see attached. 

Thank you, 

Adolfo 

1-194 
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A:COM 

Monday, April 17, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

54G9 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Tra il Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writ ing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus 

on how access will be provided to the project sile . 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with al l 

three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Pa lm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternatives 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points 

included. By including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible 

from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), 

people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access 

to the project site . 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincere_!y,__ 

0doJi.4e~ 
Adol R:i~os Sorto 

A 
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Letter 
I-194 

R
esponse 

A
dolfo R

ecinos Sorto 
A

pril 17, 2017 

I-194A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for approval all three potential access points—

at the P
errin 

A
venue undercrossing via S

R
 41, at R

iverview
 D

rive evaluated as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues evaluated as A

lternative 5—
for equitable access to people throughout the Fresno-

M
adera m

etropolitan region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of all three access points is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. See 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. The proposed project includes 

pedestrian and bicycle access at four locations: Perrin Avenue, Spano Park, and the W
est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and C

hurchill Avenue entrances to the B
luff Trail. 

Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B w
ere developed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 to consider 

additional vehicular access options. Alternative 1 w
ould increase opportunities for access to the 

trail, but w
ould create a significant unavoidable traffic im

pact at the intersection of Audubon D
rive 

and D
el M

ar Avenue. It is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to ensure im

plem
entation of 

m
itigation at this intersection (see S

ection 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

). See S
ection 5.11, 

“Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The analysis found that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to 

address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, and to address 

the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 
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LETTER I-195: 
William Sharwood, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

1-195 

A-om: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

William SbitOMlod 
Meltm:Ja MaOis 
Ri,er West Fresno Eaton Trai l Extension DEIR 
Saturday , /lpril 15, 2017 7:36:33 PM 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

As an avid runner, outdoorsman, and a longtime resident of Fresno I'm writing to 
share my opinion about the River West Trail Extension DEIR. I was disappointed to 
hear that there the River West Trail Project was found to have an Unavoidable 
Significant Impact related to Environmental Justice. According to the Trust for Public 
Land, fil!sa.o. ranked 97 th out of the 100 largest cities in the United States for the 
quality of their park system, so I am happy to see projects like The River West Trail 
Extension progressing. What concerns me is that approving a version of the River 
West Trail Extens1on Project that has an Unavoidable Significant Impact to 
Environmental Justice would do little to improve our Parks standing with the Trust 
fbr Public Land. l believe that the Project should provide as much access to the 
community as possible. I fully support the River West Trail Extension Project, and to 
avoid the Significant Impact to Environmental Justice, I hOpe additional access points 
will be implemented as described in Project Alternatives 1 and '5. 

As the DEIR states in section 5.13.1, both Alternative 1 and Alternabve 5 are the 
environmentally superior alternatives to the River West Trall Extension Project 
because these projects feature additional access, thereby avoiding the Significant 
Impact to Environmental Justice. 1 understand that the potential issues involving 
land ownership may cause Project Alternative s to ,be infeasible, but I was 
disappointed to read in section 5.13 that Alternative 1 was not considered because 
of the high cost of installing a traffic llght on Audubon Ave and Del Mar. I find it 
hard to believe that the cost of Installing a traffic light or roundabout on the 
intersection of Audubon Ave and Del Mar is more than the Impact to the 
Environmental Justice to the community of Fresno. 

According to the WashJngton State Department of Transportation . a traffic fight can 
cost anywhere from $250,00 to $500,000. Section 4.2-1 of the DEIR states that 
there would be an 8.3mile tncrease in VMT if River West Trail Extension is approved 
as is. Assuming the ave~age cost of ·gas is $3.00/gallon, and that the average fuel 
efficiency of the vehicles makTng the added trips is 30miles/gallon. It would cost the 
user of the River West Trail $0 .83 extra in gas each trip the user makes. That may 
sound inexpensive, but based on the Appendix H Traffic Study conducted by the 
authors ofthe DEIR also state that the project would produce an extra 318 trips 
daily. It would take about 63 months for the extra gasoline costs users would have 
to pay to equal the $5001000 cost of installing a traffic light. The users of the project 
will end up spendfng significantly more in travel costs over the long lifetime of the 
project, compared to the one time cost of Installing a traffic light. If securing funding 
for a traffic light is also a problem, a portion of the money made from parking fees 
could easily be used to pay for the cost of a traffic light. With more parking lots as 

A 

B 
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proposed jn Alternatives 1 and 5, there would be more parking fees collected, and 
more money to help pay for and maintain the project and the traffic light. I agree 
with the authors of the DEIR when they say that the Alternative 1 is one of the 
environmentally superior alternatives, but I also believe that lt is also the financially 
superior alternative . 

I support the access points as describes 1n Alternatives 1 and 5, and I hope the 
Conservancy Board approves the project with as much access as feasibly possible. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Will Sharwood 

WIiiiam Sharwood 

634 E Pinedale Ave. Fresno, CA 93720 

Email: willsbarwoo@omail com 

Phone: (559) 260 -8106 

B 
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P

age 2.3-835 

Letter 
I-195 

R
esponse 

W
illiam

 Sharw
ood 

A
pril 17, 2017 

I-195A
 The com

m
ent expresses disappointm

ent that the D
E

IR
 found the project to be an unavoidable 

significant im
pact related to environm

ental justice and states that approving it w
ith this im

pact 

w
ould do little to im

prove Fresno’s parks standing w
ith the Trust for P

ublic Land. The com
m

enter 

expresses support for A
lternatives 1 and 5 to avoid im

pacts. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 1 and 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The EIR
 analysis 

studied m
ultiple alternatives, including Alternative 1, w

hich w
ould place vehicular access at the 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under 

Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at acceptable 

LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at the 

Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic 

delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in Section 5.6 in Volum

e I of 

this FEIR
 concluded that im

pacts w
ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning 

construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area upon the C
ity 

constructing and operating traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1. 

Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno, and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they are 

controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to be significant and unavoidable. 

Alternative 5 w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers and on m

utually 

agreeable term
s, and w

ould require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. 

I-195B
 The com

m
ent says that under D

E
IR

 S
ection 5.15.1, both A

lternatives 1 and 5 are environm
entally 

superior, and w
hile A

lternative 5 m
ay be infeasible because of land ow

nership problem
s, in 

S
ection 5.13, it w

as disappointing to see A
lternative 1 not considered because the cost to install a 

traffic light or roundabout is m
ore than the im

pact on environm
ental justice. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-195A. 
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LETTER I-196: 
Faith Sidlow, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

1-196 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 15, 2017 

~ 
Mslinda Madss: 
River West Fresno EalDn Trail Extension DEIR 
SarunJay, Apr,115, 2017 2:52:04 PM 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 9T727 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on i he River West Fresno DEIR My oomrnents focus on how access 
will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site using only the .Perrin 
Avenue and' Palm/Nees access points ,(Alternative 5b). 

I am strongly against use of the Riverview Access point, whfch would cause safety issues resulting from 
increased traffic to a residimtial area. 

I strongly encourilic).e the Board to approve the DEIR with only the Perrin Avenue and PEllm/Nees 
access points included , By including these two access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible 
!torn Madera County on the Old Highway 41 and Palm and Nees accessible from a commercial area), 
people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access to the project 
site. 

Approving the two access points ,s a win-win for c11l conuerned and will prevent litigious delays of this 
important project, which will be tied UP in the courts for years if the Riverview access point is 
approved. 

Thank you for your consideratfon of these com ments. 

Sincerety, 

Faith Sidlow 

A 
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Letter 
I-196 

R
esponse 

Faith Sidlow
 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-196A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for selection of A

lternative 5B
 and opposition to a design that 

includes vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive because of concern about increased traffic in 

a residential setting. The com
m

enter suggests that providing access at the P
errin A

venue 

undercrossing as proposed by the project, com
bined w

ith a point of vehicular access at P
alm

 and 

N
ees avenues, w

ould provide equitable access to people throughout the region. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 5B and opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on 

the project. The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. S
ee 

D
EIR

 Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1, w

hich w
ould place 

vehicular access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all 

roadw
ay segm

ents under A
lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom

m
odate added traffic and 

still operate at an acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because 

visitors w
ould turn at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in 

accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Section 5.6 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than 

significant by conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking 

area on the C
ity constructing and operating traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure 

Alt. 1–Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the C
ity of 

Fresno, and the C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented 

because they are controlled by another agency, the EIR
 considered this im

pact to be significant 

and unavoidable.  

Alternative 5, Palm
 and N

ees Access, w
ould require acquisition of private land from

 w
illing sellers 

and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould require additional m

itigation to address the potential 

for exposure to hazardous m
aterials. See S

ection 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue 

Access,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. The analysis found that Alternative 5B w

ould require m
itigation 

m
easures beyond those for the proposed project to address inconsistency w

ith the C
ity of 

Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to address the potential for exposure to hazardous 

m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill. 
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LETTER I-197: 
Laura Silberman, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: W[ll 
To: Me!im:fa Macks 
Subject: Re : River West ac:re:ss 
Date: Sal\lrclay, Apil 15, 2017 9:18:17 AM 

I believe that there needs to be several access points for Fres110 residents, In order to mitl9ate the I 
impa,;t on e<1ch one . 

Thank you, 
Laura Silberman. 

Sent from niy iPhone 

> On Mar 21, 2017, at 9:47 AM, Melhlda Marks <;melinda.marks@sjrc.ca.gov> wrote: 
> 
> TI1ank you for your interest In the Lewis s, Eaton Trail Extension Project. 'four comments on the 
Draft EIR will be included in the Final EIR, and you will rece1ve notice when the Conservancy Board 
schedules Its meeting to consider the Final ElR and approval of the project, 
> 
> Melinda S. Marks 
> Executive Officer 
> San Joaquin River Conservancy 
> 5469 E. Olive, Fresno CA 9372.7 
> (559) 253-7324 
> Fax (559) 456-3194 
;, 
> Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at: 
;, 

> SaveOurWater.com · Drought.CA.gov 
> 

> 
> --···Original Message---- -
> From: Laura rma Uto:lauraferroi@sbcg lobaLnetl 
> Sent Thursday, March 16, 2017 9:02 PM 
> To: Melinda Marks 
> Subj ect: River West access 
;, 

> 
> Dear Ms. Marxs, 
> I believe that the River West Fresno Project should include 
> equitable access For the residents of Fresno. 
> Tiiank you, Laura Silberman 
> 93711 
;, 
'> Sent from my iPad, 
> 
> 
> 
> Dear SJConservancy, 
> Please provide vehicular access and some parking from both the River View 
> Drive and the Palm and Nees access points. 
> Thank you, Laura Silberman. 
> 
> Sent from my IPad 
> 

I B 

1 C 

1-1 97 

A 
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P

age 2.3-839 

Letter 
I-197 

R
esponse 

Laura Silberm
an 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-197a 
The com

m
enter states that there should be several points of access for Fresno residents so that 

the im
pacts of access (vehicle trips, noise) are dispersed instead of focused at one location. 

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 5, 

and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional 

entrances (as exam
ined in Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m

ore convenient vehicular 

access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts 

and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be required for the proposed 

project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not com

pletely w
ithin the control of 

the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (A

lternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy’s Board w
ill consider 

the inform
ation in the EIR

 to inform
 its decision to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. 

I-197B
 The com

m
enter states that the project should include equitable access for residents of Fresno. 

See Section 4.2 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for consideration of environm

ental justice.  

I-197C
 The com

m
enter states that the project should include vehicular access and parking at both W

est 

R
iverview

 D
rive and the P

alm
 and N

ees avenues access point. 

See response to com
m

ent I-197A
. 
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LETTER I-198: 
Susan D. Silveira, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 15, 2017 

Susan Silveira 
Melin$ Macks 
DEIR Comments 
Saturday, Apil 15, 201712:58:03 PM 

Ms Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E. Olive Avenue 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms Marks, 

I am writing to provide comments on the River We.st Eaton Trail Extension DEIR. MV 
comments focus on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservan cy Board of Di~ectors to approve the project wit h all t hree 

potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Ave Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41; 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated in Alternat ive 1; 

3. Perrin/Nees Access eva luated in Alternative 5. 

1-198 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all these access points. By including 

all three access points, people thro ughout the Fresno-M adera metropolitan region will have 

equita ble access to the project site. 

Thank you for considering these comments regarding access ta the project site. 

Sincerely, 

Susan D. Silve ira 

SIiveira Law Offices 

2037 W. Bul la rd Avenue #311(mai l only) 

Fresno, CA 93711 -1200 

Telephone-408-265-3482 or 559-500-2124 

Fax Number-408-265-7479 

E-mail: si lveiralaw@eartb liok.net 

The information contained in this e-mai l message is intended only for the personal and 

A 
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A:COM 

confidential use of the reciplent(s) named above. Th is l"flessage may be an attorney-client 

commun ication and as such is privileged and confidential. If the reader of this message is 

not the intended recipient or an agent responsible for del ivering it to the intended recipient, 

you are hereby notrfi ed that you have received this document in error and that any review, 

dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibrted. If you have 

received t his com munication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail, and delete the 

original message. 
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Letter 
I-198 

R
esponse 

Susan D
. Silveira 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-198A
 This com

m
ent states encouragem

ent for approval of all three access points—
at the P

errin 

A
venue/S

R
 41 undercrossing, at W

est R
iverview

 D
rive show

n as A
lternative 1, and at P

alm
 and 

N
ees avenues show

n as A
lternative 5—

to provide equal access for people throughout the 

Fresno-M
adera m

etropolitan area. 

See response to com
m

ent I-197A
.  
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LETTER I-199: 
Jervy Smith, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

4115/17 

Jcrvy Smitlt 

iwuliilb. 
Melinda Macks 
EJR corrrnenl:s 

Sa turda\', Ap·il 15, 2017 9:20: 54 PM 

8703 N l)cl Mar 
Fresno, Ca 9371 l 

Malinda Marks, 
San Joaquin River Con ervancy Executive Director 

Dear Ms_ l\farks, 

I am writing in regard to the DEIR for the River West development 

l am concerned ahou1 the impact or this development on the local environment 

Re: Alternate 1 

1-199 

<!-- (if lsupportListsj--> l. <!--[endiJl- ->The traffic on my s\reet while egre~sing onto 
Audubon is al.ready dangerous aud crowded. Audubon was not designed to llandlc the 
traffic it already ha~- T don 't sec a car count or study of traffic impact done aft "f 

201 l. Traffic on _ ~1dubon is worse now th1111 ever. How many cars wiU be added by 
P lan #L? TI1e assump1.ions were vague. We are all wotTied but there is no 
infom1alion provi<l •d _ 

2. Mitigation is suggested t)1at would require a stop Light or a round-about. Are 
you really going to take out residents yards to allow people into the parkway. 
It wi ll require a really big round-a.bout lo handle the tramc in rush hours. I 

doubt if yom· EIR writers gave this mitigation much thought 

3. <!--(eudil]-->Lf Allen1ate pfrm J is implemented il will bring cars down into the 
parkway. Y 01u· executive pla11 indicates that there will be only a minimal affect except 
for some. protected animal's which will be m it igated_ As a bfrder, I disag1·cc, 
Tirccding and feeding will be affected hy increased human populations, especially 
when accompanied by cars. 

RCc': J\llcmatc 2 and 3 

n 

<!--[if !supp011Lists]--> l. <.. !- -[endil]- 0 :>Altemate 2 is further from ihe river and less I 
dismption to 111e native wildlife but is less intere.sti.ng. Altemate- 3 is still far enough C 
from the ri ver·s edge lo protect most of the wildli fl . 

< !--Pf !supportl,,istsl-->2. <!--lcndifl-- >l\ccess to the pafkjng lot could easily have 
been through Woodward Park. I never heard of a discussion about this route. I 
Routing tllrough Madera county would be eliminated. Perhaps driving through .Jensen 

D 
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River Ranch is the issue, but is it any worse than the drive through River View? 

Re: Altemate 5 

<!-- [if !supportLists]- ->1. <!-- [endif]- ->Seems a better choice regarding traffic. 
<!-- [if !supportLists]-->2. <!-- [endif] -->Good access for canoeing 
<!-- [if !suppoitLists]- ->3. <!-- [endif]- ->Possible contamination problem should be 

mitigated by paving over it. The GB3 building has pipes coming out of the floor to 
release methane. Tiie whole area is contaminated but is used. 

<!-- [if !suppo1tLists]-->4. The Conservancy probably could be paid to take 
contaminated land off hands of cuffent owners who can 't use it. 

All of this development should be predicated on Conservancy's abi lity to maintain 
and police the area. 

Sincerely, 

Jervy Smith 

E 
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age 2.3-845 

Letter 
I-199 

R
esponse 

Jervy Sm
ith 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-199A
 The com

m
ent states that traffic on A

udubon D
rive is heavy and that the com

m
enter is concerned 

that A
lternative 1 w

ill add m
ore vehicles onto this roadw

ay.  

The proposed project does not include vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive. See D
EIR

 

Section 2.4, “Project D
escription,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple 

alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular access at the W

est R
iverview

 D
rive 

location. S
im

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay segm
ents under A

lternative 1 have 

sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an acceptable LO
S. 

H
ow

ever, traffic volum
e is anticipated to increase because visitors w

ould turn at the A
udubon 

D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection, w
hich m

ay result in accidents and add to traffic delays at D
el 

M
ar A

venue. S
ee Section 5.6 in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. 

I-199B
 The com

m
ent states that m

itigation is identified in the form
 of traffic signal or roundabout at the 

W
est A

udubon D
rive and D

el M
ar A

venue that w
ill require taking of people’s yards.  

See response to C
om

m
ent I-199A.  

I-199C
  The com

m
ent states that A

lternative 2 is further from
 the river and less disruptive to w

ildlife but is 

not as interesting. A
lterative 3 is far enough from

 the R
iver’s edge to protect w

ildlife.  

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 

I-199D
 The com

m
ent states that access to the proposed parking lot could travel through W

oodw
ard 

P
ark. The com

m
enter asks w

hy there is no discussion of this route, and asks w
hether it is  w

orse 

than having vehicles travel through R
iverview

 D
rive. 

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 5, 

and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The three alternatives, plus three 

additional alternatives, provide a reasonable range of alternatives sufficient to allow
 for an 

inform
ed decision. 

I-199E
 The com

m
ent states that A

lternative 5 w
ould avoid traffic im

pacts w
hile providing good access for 

canoeing. The possibility of exposure to contam
inated soils can be m

itigated by paving over it. 

I 
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P

age 2.3-846 

The C
onservancy could be paid to take contam

inated lands off the hands of current ow
ners w

ho 

cannot use it. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay, and 

to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a 

form
er landfill. 
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LETTER I-200: 
Dan Sniffin, April 14, 2017 

  

A:COM 

1-200 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 14, 2017 

Melinda Marks 

lail.SDiffia. 
Melinda Macks 
Fresno River West Project 
Friday, April 14, 2017 7:21:25 PM 

Executive Officer San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 .E. Olive 

Fresno CA 93727 

RE: Fresno River West Project 

It has been brought to my attention that a decision is going to be made related to 
selecting a plan for the expansion of the Fresno River West Project. I have resided in 
and own a business in Fresno for greater than 45 years. I believe the river project will 
prove to be an asset for all citizens of Fresno and Madera County. Additionally, I believe 
that the placement of access points to the river project is extremely important and should 
be in the best interest of everyone in our community. Therefore, I ask you to consider 
my point of View as follows; 

--[if !supportlists] -->• <!--[endif] -->I am strongly opposed to Alternative 1 because 
vehicular traffic through an established residential neighborhood will have a negative 
impact on the neighborhood and surrounding area . Along with increased traffic, it w111 
bring increased safety issues, trash, attract vandalism and seriously impact the 
homeowners' peacefu l enjoyment of their homes. This alternative does not make good 
sense . 

--[if !supportlists]--> • < !--[endif]-->I am in favor of Alternative 3 as it provides trails 
near and around the river, which is what a river trail should provide. 

I 
I 

--[if !supportlists]-->• < !--[endif]-->The most attractive and sensible approach is clearly I 
Alternative 5, of whfch I am strongly in favor. River access at Palm and Nees is 
appropriate for the area . It is a commercia l area so residential areas will not be affected 
and it has an existing traffic signal. Additionally, those citizens that don't drive can take a 
bus to Palm and Nees and within steps be at the river. 

r have serious concerns about the traffic on Audubon and the proposed traffic circle ff I 
Alternative 1 is approved. Audubon, is a scenic corridor with uninterrupted traffic flow 
from Friant road to Palm and Nees and should remain as is. The impact of a traffic circle 
on the neighborhood, the residents and on property values is incalculable and is contrary 
to good planning. 

Regards, 

A 

B 

D 

E 

C 
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A:COM 

Dan Sniffin 

320 W Bluff 

Fresno CA 93711 
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Letter 
I-200 

R
esponse 

D
an Sniffin 

A
pril 14, 2017 

I-200A
 This is an introductory rem

ark expressing support for a project that increases public access to the 

R
iver. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 

I-200B
 This com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1 because it w
ould direct vehicle traffic through 

a residential neighborhood. The com
m

enter is also concerned about public safety, trash, and 

potential to increase vandalism
 in the residential neighborhood. 

See Volum
e I, S

ection 3.17 of this FEIR
 for the transportation analysis for the proposed project. A 

traffic analysis w
as prepared for in accordance w

ith the C
ity of Fresno Traffic Im

pact Study 

R
eport G

uidelines (Appendix H
 in V

olum
e III). The analysis concluded that A

lternative 1 w
ould 

require m
itigation at the intersection of Audubon and D

el M
ar w

hile the proposed Project w
ould 

not. 

See Section 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. 

The project w
ould include ongoing m

aintenance activities including trash service, vegetation 

trim
m

ing, and sim
ilar m

ethods to ensure a w
elcom

ing experience. 

I-200C
 This com

m
ent supports A

lternative 3 because it places trails nearer to the R
iver. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 

I-200D
 The com

m
ent states that A

lternative 5 is the m
ost attractive developm

ent and this com
m

ent 

strongly supports selection of this alternative. Taking access at P
alm

/N
ees is appropriate as this 

is com
m

ercial area and roadw
ays are sized to accom

m
odate vehicle traffic. There is also a traffic 

signal at this location.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 5, 

and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional 

entrances (as exam
ined in Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m

ore convenient vehicular 

access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts 

I 
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and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be required for the proposed 

project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not com

pletely w
ithin the control of 

the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (A

lternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy’s Board w
ill consider 

the inform
ation in the EIR

 to inform
 its decision to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. 

I-200E
 The com

m
ent is concerned about A

lternative 1 and the need for traffic control at the intersection 

of A
udubon and D

el M
ar. A

udubon is a scenic corridor w
ith un-interrupted traffic flow

 from
 Friant 

R
oad to P

alm
 and N

ees intersection and should rem
ain in its current condition. The im

pact of a 

traffic signal w
ould be to negatively im

pact property values. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-200B.  

 
 

I 
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LETTER I-201: 
Patrick Smith and Richard Walters, April 15, 2017 

  

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Patrick Smith <paranrich@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, April 15, 2017 9;24 AM 
Melinda Marks; Paranrich 
comments on the Fresno River West Project 
san joaquin river conservar1cy pdf.pdf 

1-201 

Dear Ms. Marks and SJRC Board Members, attached are ou r signed comments on the 
various plans/options for the development of the Bluff River Trail. Please contact us at 
714-488-5460, or patani-Jch@yahoo.com, if you have any further questions. we have 
included the content of our comments letter, below. We support Plan/Option 3, or SB as 
an alternative . We fully oppose Plan/Option 1. Ol:lr comments explain our reasoning . 

Sincerely, Patrick Smith and Richard Walters, 311 W. Bluff Ave. , Fresno, CA 93711 

Patrick Smith and Richard Walters 

311 W. Bluff Ave., Fresno , CA 93711 

pata nrich@yahoo.com 

Cell phone: 714-488-5460 

Dear San Joaquin Conservancy: 

We wish to provide our input to your plans for the development of the San Joaquin Parkway. As we 
have lived in this area for nearly 12 years, we are unflinchingly vested in the outcome of your 
decision. We are hopeful that with our opinions and choice in op1ions for this project. that it will assist 
the Conservancy in making a wise decision that not only benefits the citizens of Fresno but also the 
citizens that live in the residential neighborhoods that may be c1ffected by the outcome . We are fully 
supportive of the safe and responsible development of the Parkway for the util ization for all people 1n 
the Fresno County arec1 . It truly is a jewel in Fresno's crown and needs to be enjoyed by all our 
citizens. 

We strongly support your Plan/Option 3 of the development options. Aooording to this plan, the trarls 
will be along the river and that is the main. attraction : for people to have access/trails next to the river 
for the best experience. The other walking trails will, provide excellent views of the area . It allows for 
additional trials for maximum recreational enjoyment by more people including seniors and easier 
access for those with disabilities. Plan 3 provides ready access to the Parkway on different sides, so A 
different parts of the city can have access and parking . Plus the access through Palm Bluffs at Nees 
and Pa lm provides access to restaurants and shops. Also, as there are offices in close proximity, th 
people working can readily use the area on their breaks and lunch Umes. The GB3 gym patrons will 
also have access to additional walking and running paths. This area will provide direct access to the 

A:COM 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
  

 Page 2.3-852 

 
  

Pinedale area residents, which we know is an important consideration in confirming your fina l plan. 
Plan 3 is consistent with the City of Fresno's 2035 Genera l Plan which allows for vehicu lar access at 
Palm/Nees but not via Riverview. Palm and Nees appear to be the idea l location for veh icula r access 
to the river . Th is is a comme rcial corner with an already established traffic signa l system and wou ld 
not impact any residential neighborhoods. As the closest access point to the river, it wou ld be easier 
for trailers hauling horses and canoes to enter/exit. Residents who depend on the City's transit 
system would have a stop adjacent to this access point, which is also supported by the City of Fresno 
and requ ired under the City's Genera l Plan . This aga in would be beneficia l for the residents of the 
Pinedale neighborhood . To our knowledge, the City has studied th is option and has determined that 
this is the most logica l and viable access point. The City has spent considerable resources 
developing the infrastructure to accommodate Plan 3, so Conservancy resources will not need to be 
redirected towards infrastructure development but can focus on needs and services within the park. 
We also support the 2010 San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection Ordinance drafted by Supervisor 
Andreas Borgeas and believe the tra ils should be implemented in a manner in which this Ordinance 
will uphold . 

As an alternative , we also support Plan 58. Our understand ing is that there are talks to acquire the 
area known as Spano Park, which will provide additional parking and infrastructure for further access 
to the Parkway , while also providing access to the restaurants and shops , offices and the gym, as 
mentioned above. The other reason for our support of the alternative 58 option is that veh icular 
access to the River is more appropriate at the Palm/Nees entrance or at the Highway 41 bridge area 
access point which can easily be expanded to accommodate more vehicles. These po ints of access 
would be in addition to access that already exists at Woodward Park. Also there is already city bus 
service to Madera to Valley Ch ildren's Hospital and can easily provide a stop near the Highway 41 
access point. 

We must state for the record why we oppose Plan/Option 1. Developing access through a residential 
neighborhood without the necessary infrastructure: additional safety , traffic, and secu rity issues; 
would only adversely impact and disrupt entire , already long established , neighborhoods. II is our 
understanding that this option also is in direct opposition to and will violate the City of Fresno 's 2035 
General Plan as it condones veh icular access to parking via Riverview. With the new traffic lights that 
have been put in place at Nees/Palm , the traffic on Audubon between this corner and along Audubon 
to Friant has increase almost tenfold . Instead of creating a more smooth flow of traffic, it has ca used 
more congestion and speeding along this corridor making it harder for residents to make turns onto 
Audubon, especially left turns. With 168 homes and a 180 unit apartment complex utilizing Del Mar 
to access Audubon, this is already a very congested area . This plan would only magnify the traffic 
congestion already being experienced along the Audubon corridor. Having more traffic utilizing 
Audubon to Del Mar for access to a parking lot down below in the park would be a mitigated disaster. 
The park, with the river and the tra ils, when be ing utilized by our citizens, should give the user an 
experience of peace and serenity with nature. If a parking lot were to be placed in this setting , this 
would detract 100% from the whole experience and defeat the purpose of the Conservancy in making 
this park special for our citizens. We do not want a parking lot located off of Riverview down at the 
bottom of the park anywhere near the river setting. Also this plan does not factor in trail locations 
near or along the river. This is a poorly thought out option that must be discarded. 

To summarize, we support development of this very valuable community resource through 
Plan 3 or Plan 5B , as they each are consistent with the City master plan, have infrastructure, 
and provide local businesses with a larger customer base. 

A:COM 

A 

B 

C 
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Thanl<you, 

Mr. Patrick. Smith and Mr. Richard Walters. 

A:COM 
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A:COM 

Ftom: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Patrick Sroitb 
Melinda Mad:is ; ~ 
commaots oo the Freano River West ~ject 
Sahlrday , April 15, 2017 9:25:01 AM 
san ioaauin ri verc;;pnse!Ya ncv~ odf.cx:lf 

Dear Ms. Marks and SJRC Board Members, attached are our signed 
comments on the various plans/options for the development of the Bluff 
River Trai I. Please contact us at 714-488- 5460, or 
patanrich@yahoo.com, if you have any further questions. We have 
included the content of our comments letter, below. We support 
Plan/Option 3, or 58 as an alternative. We fully oppose Plan/Option 1. 
Our -comments explain our reasoning. 

Sincerely, Patrick Smith and Richard Wa lters, 311 W. Bluff Ave., Fresno, 
CA 93711 

PatrTck Smith and Richard Walters 

311 W. Bluff Ave., Fresno, CA 93711 

pata nrioh@yahoo ,com 

Cell phone; 714-488-5460 

Dear San Joaquin Conservancy: 

We wish to provide our inpi..It to your plans for the development of the San Joaquin 
Parkway. As we have lived in this area for nearly 12 years, we are unflinchingly 
vested in the outcome of your decision. We are hopeful that with our opinions and 
choice in options for this project, that it will assist the Conservancy In making a wise 
decision that not only benefits the citizens of Fresno but also the citizens that live in 
the residential neighborhoods that may be affected by the outcome. We are fully 
supportive of the safe and responsible development of the Parkway for the utilization 
for al l people in the Fresno County area . It truly is a jewel in Fresno's crown and 
needs to be enjoyed by all our citizens. 

We strongly support your Plan/Option 3 of the development options. Accordlng to 
·this plan, the trails will be along the river and that is the main attraction: for people to 
have access/trails ne><t to the river for the pest experience . The other walking trans 
will provide excellent views of the area. It allows for additional trials for maximum 
recreational enjoyment by more people including seniors and easier access for those 
with disabilities. Plan 3 provides ready access to the Parkway on different sides, so 
different parts of the city can have access and parking. Plus the access through Palm 
Bluffs at Nees and Palm provides access to restaurants and shops. Also, as there 
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A:COM 

are offices in close proximity, the people working can readily use the area on their 
breaks and lunch times. The GB3 gym patrons will also have access to• additional 
walking and running paths. This area will provide direc! access to the Pinedale area 
residents , which we know is an Important consideration in confirming your final plan . 
Plan 3 is consistent with the City of Fresno's 2035 General Plan which allows for 

vehicu lar access at Palm/Nees but not via Riverview. Palm and Nees appear to be 
the ideal location for vehicular access to the river. This is a commercial corner with an 
already established traffic signal system and would not impact any residential 
neighborhoods. As the closest access point to the river, it would be easfer for trailers 
hauling horses and canoes to enter/exit. Residents who depend on the City's transit 
system would have a stop adjacent to this aocess point, which is also supported by 
the City of Fresno and required under the City's General Plan . This again would be 
beneficial for the residents of the Pinedale neighborhood. To our knowledge, the City 
has studied this option and has determined that this is the most logical and viable 
access point. The City has spent considerable resources developing the 
infrastructure to accommodate Plan 3, so Conservancy resources will not need to be 
redireoted towards infrastructure development but can focus on needs and services 
within the park. We also support the 2010 San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection 
Ordinance drafted by Supervisor Andreas Borgeas and believe the trails should be 
implemented in a manner in which this Ordinance will uphold. 

As an alternative, we also support Plan 5B. Our understanding is that there are talks 
to acquire the area. known as Spano Park, which will provide additional parking and 
infrastructure for further access to the Parkway , while also providing access to the 
restaurants and' shops, offices and the gym, as mentioned above. The other reason 
for our support of the alternative 58 option 1is that vehicular access to the River is 
more appropriate at 1he Palm/Nees entrance or at the Highway 41 bridge area 
access point which can easily be expanded to accommodate more vehicles. These 
points of access wou ld be in addition to access that already exists at Woodward 
Park. Also there is already city bus service to Madera to Valley Children's Hospital 
and can easily provide a stop near the Highway 41 access point. 

We must state fo r the record why we oppose Plan/Option 1. Developing access 
through a residential neighborhood without the necessary infrastructure: addltional 
safety, traffic, and securlty issues; would only adversely impact and disrupt entire , 
already long established, neighborhoods. It is our understanding that this option also 
is in direct op.position to and will violate the City of Fresno's 2035 General Plan as it 
condones vehioular access to parking via Riverview. With the new traffic lights that 
have been put in, place at Nees/Palm, the traffic on Audubon between this corner and 
along Audubon to Friant has increase almost tenfold . Instead of creating a more 
smooth flow of-traffic, it has caused more congestion and speeding along this corridor 
making it harder for residents to make turns onto Audubon, especially le.ft turns. With 
168 homes and a 180 unll apartment complex utilizing Del Mar to access Audubon , 
this is already a very congested area . This plan would only magnify the traffic 
congestion already being experienced along the Audubon corridor. Having more 
traffic utilizing Audubon to Del Mar for access to a parking lot down below in the parK 
would be a mitigated disaster. The park, with the river and the trails, when being 
uti lized by our citizens,, should give the user an experience of peace and serenity wrth 
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nature. If a parking lot were to be placed in this setting, this would detract 100% from 
the whole e-xperience and defeat the purpose of the Conservancy in making this park 
special for our citizens. We do not want a parking ,lot localed off of Riverview down al 
the bottom of the park anywhere near the river setting, Also this plan does not factor 
in irail localiohs near or along the r iver. This ts a poorly thought out option that must 
be discarded. 

To summarize, we support development of this very valuable community 
resource through Plan 3 or Plan 5B, as they each are consistent with the City 
master plan, have infrastructure, and provide local businesses with a larger 
customer base. 

Thank you , 

Mr_ Patrick Smlth and Mr. Richard Walters. 
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Letter 
I-201 

R
esponse 

Patrick Sm
ith and R

ichard W
alters 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-201A
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 as it w
ould place the alignm

ent nearest to the 

R
iver, w

hich is the m
ain attraction. In addition, that alignm

ent is served by the P
alm

 and N
ees 

roadw
ays, w

hich are near restaurants, shops, and offices containing people able to m
ake the 

m
ost use of this am

enity. A
lternative 3 also provides access to P

inedale residents and is 

consistent w
ith the C

ity G
eneral P

lan, w
hich allow

s vehicle access at P
alm

/N
ees but not 

R
iverview

. The com
m

enter recom
m

ends A
lternative 3 as it w

ould also com
ply w

ith the B
luff 

P
rotection O

verlay drafted by S
upervisor B

orgeas.  

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the proposed project 

and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster P

lan. The proposed project 

includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided at four locations: 

Perrin A
venue, Spano P

ark, and the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill Avenue entrances to the 

Bluff Trail. Vehicular access and a parking lot w
ould be from

 the Perrin A
venue undercrossing of 

SR
 41. C

onsistency w
ith the G

eneral Plan is fully evaluated in S
ection 3.11 (see Volum

e 1) of the 

FEIR
 that includes consideration of the B

luff Protection O
verlay. 

I-201B
 The com

m
ent expresses support for P

lan 5B
, w

hich w
ould provide parking and infrastructure to 

support access to the P
arkw

ay, w
hile also providing access to the restaurants and shops, offices 

and the gym
. V

ehicular access to the R
iver as planned by A

lternative 5B
 is m

ore appropriate at 

the P
alm

/N
ees entrance or at the S

R
 41 bridge area access point w

hich can easily be expanded 

to accom
m

odate m
ore vehicles. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay, and 

to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a 

form
er landfill 

I-201C
 This com

m
ent expresses opposition to A

lternative 1. D
eveloping access through a residential 

neighborhood w
ithout the necessary infrastructure: additional safety, traffic, and security issues; 

w
ould only adversely im

pact and disrupt entire, already long established, neighborhoods. It is the 

com
m

enter’s understanding that this option also is in direct opposition to and w
ill violate the C

ity 

of Fresno’s 2035 G
eneral P

lan as it condones vehicular access to parking via R
iverview

. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular 

access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. S
im

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay 

I 
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segm
ents under A

lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still 

operate at an acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors 

w
ould turn at the Audubon D

rive/D
el M

ar A
venue intersection, w

hich m
ay result in accidents and 

add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The A

lternative 1 transportation analysis in FEIR
 Volum

e 

I, Section 5.6, concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning 

construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area on the C
ity 

constructing and operating the traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-201D
 The com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 or 5B
 due to consistency w

ith C
ity G

eneral 

P
lan, available infrastructure to support the use, and existing business that can support visitor 

dem
and. 

See responses to C
om

m
ents I-201A to I-201C

.  
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LETTER I-202: 
Clare Statham, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

1-202 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

April 15, 2017 

Clare S@tham 
Melinda Macks 
GomrJ1enls on River West, Eaton Trail Ex tension DEIR. 
Saturday, Apil 15, 2017 12:28:09 PM 

Ms. Marks and Conservancy Board members: 

I support the Conservancy's adopting the River West, Eaton Trail Extension Alternatives 1, 2 1 and 5 
with one reservation. The multipurpose trail shown in both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 is 
extensive and would be a beautiful walking and cycling path; however, the trail's length would 
ptesumably make it more expensive to build and maintain. If Alternative 2 with its shorter trail would 
allow the project to be funded and built sooner, then I favor adopting the access point and added 
parking proposed in Alternative 1 and the more Pmlted trail .shown ill AlternatiVe 2. At a later date, the 
trafl could be extended as shown in Alternative 1. The additional parking shown in Alternative 1 is 
essential. Those wishing to use canoes and kayaks must be able to park close to the water. Alternative 
5 should be approved so that If, at a later time, the private land ownership issues can be resolved, the 
work needed for that access point will already have been approved. 

ll1e Conservancy's ownership of the river bottom has preserved the bluff neighborhood for many years I 
from the traffic thai wo1,1ld have traveled Riverview OriVe ~ad the housing proposed for the river bottom 
been built. ll1e traffic resulting from the Proposed Project wUI be considerably 'less than the street was 
built to accommodate. 

If a fee booth is part of a controlled entrance at Riverview Drive, the booth should be situated farther 
down the road, not where the Co11servancy land and the city street meet. Placing the booth closer to 
the proposed parking lot will prevent traffic from backing up Into tile neighborl1ood as cars wait to pay 
entrance fees . 

TI1e EIR Itnpacrt 3 .13·4 refers to "substa11tial ... periodic increase in ambiellt noise levels" and rates 
that impact "less than significant" . I do not know what noise ordfnances or regulations currently apply to 
public parks, but if radios, live music, or other electronic sound devices are allowed, they could have a 
sfgnlficant Impact on other park users and nearby resfdents. No lfve music or electronic amplified sound 
should be allowed. 

l11e people of this region need this park and and they need access to it. The Board should approve the 
DEIR with Alternatives 1, 2, and 5. 

Sincerely, 

Clare Statham 

I 

A 

B 

C 

D 
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Letter 
I-202 

R
esponse 

C
lare Statham

 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-202A
 This com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternatives 1, 2, and 5 w
ith one reservation. The 

m
ultipurpose trail show

n in both the P
roposed P

roject and A
lternative 1 is extensive and w

ould 

m
ake it m

ore expensive to build and m
aintain. If A

lternative 2 w
ith its shorter trail w

ould allow
 the 

project to be funded and built sooner, then adopt that access point and add the parking proposed 

in A
lternative 1 to the m

ore lim
ited trail show

n in A
lternative 2. 

The com
m

enter’s preference w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board for consideration during 

deliberations on the project. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the P
roject or 

Alternatives.” This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; 

therefore, no further response is required. 

I-202B
 This com

m
ent states that the C

onservancy’s ow
nership of the R

iver bottom
 has preserved the 

bluff neighborhood from
 the traffic that w

ould have traveled R
iverview

 D
rive had the housing 

proposed for the river bottom
 been built. The traffic resulting from

 the proposed project w
ill be 

considerably less than the street w
as built to accom

m
odate. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-202A. 

I-202C
 The com

m
ent states that if a fee booth is part of a controlled entrance at R

iverview
 D

rive, the 

booth should be situated farther dow
n the road. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-202A. 

I-202D
 This com

m
ent is concerned over noise and states N

o live m
usic or electronic am

plified sound 

should be allow
ed.  

See Section 3.13, “N
oise,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
 for an evaluation of noise related im

pacts. 

Also, see Section 2.5.1, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” for a description of 

rules and operating requirem
ents.  
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LETTER I-203: 
Yolanda Statham, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

1-203 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Ms Marks, 

Yol,:,mk S@tbam 
Melinda Macks 
Rt,.,,- West Trail Extension DEIR 
Saturday , Apr·U 15, 2017 2:11:40 PM 

I recently attended the workshop on the £aton Tra ii Extension th<1t was held at the Pinedale Gommunity 
Center, Based on the Information presented there and other Information I have !eamed <1bout the 
Proposed Project-, I am asking that the Boa rd approve the DE:IR with Alternatives 1, 2, and 5. I think 
Fresno needs amenities such as the one in the Proposed Project But there Is little point in building a 
trail or providing boating opportunities if the city's residents do not have access to these amenities. The 
land on which the Proposed Project will be built was purchased with public money. It must d~veloped 
for use by the public and the public. must have reasonable and easy access. Please approve the DEIR 
with access at Perrin, Riverview Drive and Pa Im/Nees. By approvlng tile DEIR with Alternatives 1, 2, 
and 5, you will be prov1d1ng the kind of leadership Fresno needs. 

Sincerely yours, 

Yolanda Statham 

A 
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Letter 
I-203 

R
esponse 

Yolanda Statham
 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-203A
 This com

m
ent supports B

oard approval of A
lternatives 1, 2, and 5. Fresno needs am

enities such 

as the one in the proposed project. B
ut there is little point in building a trail or providing boating 

opportunities if the city’s residents do not have access to these am
enities. 

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 5, 

and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional 

entrances (as exam
ined in Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m

ore convenient vehicular 

access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts 

and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be required for the proposed 

project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not com

pletely w
ithin the control of 

the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (A

lternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy’s Board w
ill consider 

the inform
ation in the EIR

 to inform
 its decision to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. 
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LETTER I-204: 
Joan Stimmell, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hello Melinda: 

ma Stimm:JI 
Melinda Macks 
DEIR RespoRSe 
Saturday , Apr·il 15, 2017 6:46:J.9 PM 

1-204 

My name is Joan Stimmell, and I live <1t 320 West Bluff Avenue - #108, Fresno, CA. When lwas 
considering purchasi11g my home, the Fresno Rlve.r West project was brought up. It was my 
understanding at that time that the City of Fresno 2035 General Plan allowed for vehfcular access to the 
river at Pa lm/Nees , It now appears that another plan, Alternative 1, which contemplates vehicle access 
to parking via Riverview is being considered. Although I am in favor of the Fresno Rtver West project, I 
have some concerns aboutthls Alterhative .... Since I purchased my home, I have noticed a substailtial 
increase Ill trnffic congestion along Audubon, rendering it very dangerous at various times of the day. 
It has been suggested that a traffic light or traffic roundabout be constructed to help move the traffic; 
however, I'm concerned that at least 4 or 5 residences along Audubon wnl be affected or completely 
eliminated. Also, the additional traffic could bring, more pollution and increase the risk to pedestrians 
and cyclists. 

In addition, Alternative 1 does not provide for trail locations near and along the river, which means that 
people will be tempted to leave the wide paved. trail and go by foot to the water's edge. 111is Is 
somethi11g that they are already doing, and it has created 
unsightly and barren areas. I see no point in having a "river walk" that doesn't even go near the riverl 

I personally support Alternative 3 or Alternative SB..... Alternative 3 is in alignment with the City of 
Fresno 2035 General Plan and allows for additional traits for maximum recreational enjoyment by a 
larger range of people, Including seniors (wl,1lch I am) and disabled persons. I believe that people 
wantrn9 to use the riVer walk want, and rightly so, to be near the river. It makes sense that trails 11ear 
the river wilJ lessen the creation of unsightly dirt: trails . 

Alternative 5B, or a variation of, places the location for vehicular access to the river at Palm/Nees, a 
perfect location, mainly because it's a commercial corner and will not impact residential traffic. It 
already has an established traffic signal system and is not only the closest access point to the river, but 
is also In closer proximity to adjacent neighborhoods such as Pinedale, whlch was specifically mentioned 
in the 'DEIR. It is on the City's transit system and is also supported by the City of Fresno. 

I appreciate the opportunity to express my views regarding thTs situation; and hopefully, they will be 
considered when rendering a final decision. 

Respectfu lly, 

Joan Stimmell 
Jastimmell@gmail.com 
(559) 978· 1760 

Sent from my iPad 

A 

B 

D 
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Letter 
I-204 

R
esponse 

Joan Stim
m

ell 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-204A The com
m

enter is concerned over traffic generated by A
lternative 1 and suggests that 

construction of a traffic control device at A
udubon and D

el M
ar A

venue w
ould affect people’s 

property.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular 

access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. S
ee the Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Volum
e I, Section 5.6 of this FEIR

. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under 

Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an 

acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at 

the Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar Avenue intersection, w

hich m
ay result in accidents and add to traffic 

delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. See Section 5.6 in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

, w
hich concluded that the 

potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning 

construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area on the C
ity 

constructing and operating the traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-204B
 This com

m
ent states that A

lternative 1 does not provide for trail locations near and along the 

river, w
hich m

eans that people w
ill be tem

pted to leave the w
ide paved trail and go by foot to the 

w
ater's edge. 

See Section 2.5.1, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and O

rganizations,” in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
 for the actions and design features included under any of the developm

ent alternatives to 

control access and protect natural resources. 

I-204C
 This com

m
ent supports selection of A

lternative 3 or A
lternative 5B

 due to consistency w
ith C

ity 

G
eneral P

lan and ability to m
axim

ize the access to recreational opportunities along the R
iver. 

The com
m

enter’s preference w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board for consideration during 

deliberations on the project. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the P
roject or 

Alternatives.” This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; 

therefore, no further response is required. 
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I-204D
 The com

m
enter supports A

lternative 5B
 as it is closer to a com

m
ercial corner w

ith good vehicle 

access and traffic signal in place. This alternative is also closer to residents in com
m

unity of 

P
inedale. 

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 5, 

and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional 

entrances (as exam
ined in Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m

ore convenient vehicular 

access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts 

and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be required for the proposed 

project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not com

pletely w
ithin the control of 

the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (A

lternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy’s Board w
ill consider 

the inform
ation in the EIR

 to inform
 its decision to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. 
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LETTER I-205: 
S. Brett Sutton, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

1-205 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

S Brett Sultnn 
Melinda Macks 
Gbrol Sutton 
Opposition to Alternative I (Access through Riverview) 

Saturday, Apil 15, 2017 3:02:52 PM 

Ms . Marks: My wife and I res ide at 313 West Bl uff Avenue . We are strongly opposed to Alternative 

1 and believe that the logica l choice is Alternative 58 (Palm & Nees). 

Alternative 1 is located right in t he middle of quiet residential area. Alternative 5B is in a 

commercial area, better suited for a high traffic entrance to the river project. It also is an ideal for 

public transportat ion such as a bus stop making it more accessible to a larger group of our city's 

res idents. It enhances the overall project-vis itors to the river parkway can enjoy the many 

restaurants and shopping in that shopping center before and after Visit ing t he river parkway. 

We hope that the vote will be for SB and costly lit igation can be avoided which is certain should 

Alternative 1 be the selection. It is not at all a choice between access and no access. It is rather a 

cho ice between access in an area designed for commercial activity and high traffic on t he one hand, 

and a small, qu iet resident ial neighborhood ill suited to a high traffic; entrance on the other hand . 

The logical choice is obvious. 

Thank you for your consideration, Please vote no on Alternative 1. 

S. Brett Sutton 
Attorney at Law 
Sutton Hague Law Corporation 
Email: brett@suttonhague,com 
Website: Sutton Hague com 

Northern Nevada Office: 9600 Gateway Drive, Suite 100, Reno, Nevada 89521 
Telephone: (775) 284-2770 I Facsimile: (775) 313-9877 

Silicon Valley Office: 2570 North 1st Street, Suite 200, San Jose, CA 95131 
Telephone: (408) 273-4624 I Facsimile: (408) 273-6016 

Central California Office: 5200 N. Palm Ave Suite 203, Fresno , California 93704 
Telephone: (559) 325-0500 I Facsimile: (559) 981-1217 

Southern Nevada Office: 6720 Via Austi Parkway, Suite 430, Las Vegas, Nevada 
89119 
Telephone: (702) 270-3065 I Facsimile: (702) 920-8944 

SAN JOSE / FRESNO / RENO / LAS VEGAS 

I A 

B 
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A:COM 

WARNING/CONFIDENTIAL: This message is intended only for the use of the 
individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain in formation that is 
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader 
of this message is not the intended recipient , or the employee or agent responsible 
for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this communication in error, please return the message to the 
sender via return email immediately and completely delete the message and any 
reply messages from your system. Thank You . 
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Letter 
I-205 

R
esponse 

S. B
rett Sutton 

A
pril 15, 2017 

I-205A
 The com

m
enter is strongly opposed to A

lternative 1 and suggests A
lternative 5B

 is selected by 

the C
onservancy. 

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 5, 

and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional 

entrances (as exam
ined in Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m

ore convenient vehicular 

access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts 

and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be required for the proposed 

project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not com

pletely w
ithin the control of 

the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (A

lternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy’s Board w
ill consider 

the inform
ation in the EIR

 to inform
 its decision to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. 

I-205B
 A

lternative 5B
 is in a com

m
ercial area, better suited for a high traffic entrance to the river project. 

It also is an ideal for public transportation such as a bus stop m
aking it m

ore accessible to a 

larger group of city residents. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-204A. 
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LETTER I-206: 
Jeff Trafican, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

1-206 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

4-15· 17 

Melinda Marks 

l:ffi:CY Trafican 
Melinda Macks 
River West 
Saturday , Apil 15, 2017 J :07:00 PM 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5'169 E. Olive Ave . 
Fresno, CA. 93727 

Re: River West 

Hello Melinda, 
I thought I would send you a note regarding the River West DEIR. It's exdting to th1nk that after all 
these years we may see the development of this important area Dear the San Joaquin IWer. 
To allow River West to be best used by the people of this region r stroi1gly encourage the Conservancy 
Board to approve the project with all three potential access points: Perrin Avenue under-crossing 
through Madera from Hwy, 41, Riverview Drive access, and Palm/Nees access_ With these points of 
access I feel it will allow a greater number of people the opportunity to enjoy a recreationa I area badly 
needed by the people of this area. 

1liank.s for your consideratfon, 

Jeff Trafican 
6654 N. Hayston Ave. 
Fresno, CA. 93710 

Sent from my iPad 

A 
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Letter 
I-206 

R
esponse 

Jeff Trafican 
April 15, 2017 

I-206A
 This com

m
ent encourages the C

onservancy B
oard to approve the project w

ith all three potential 

access points: P
errin A

venue undercrossing through M
adera from

 S
R

 41, R
iverview

 D
rive 

access, and P
alm

/N
ees access.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 5, 

and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these additional 

entrances (as exam
ined in Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m

ore convenient vehicular 

access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts 

and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be required for the proposed 

project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not com

pletely w
ithin the control of 

the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (A

lternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives. The C

onservancy’s Board w
ill consider 

the inform
ation in the EIR

 to inform
 its decision to approve the proposed project or one of the 

alternatives. 
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LETTER I-207: 
Kristine Walter, April 15, 2017 

  

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good evening, 

Kristine Walter <k'walter@wheelhousestrategie s. com > 
Saturday, Apri 115, 2017 10:2 7 PM 

Melinda Marks; Andrea's Borgeas 

SJRC re sp ofls,e to DEIR K. WALTER 

SJRC response to DEIR K. WALTER,pdf 

Please find attached my C0mmen1s in response to the DEIR for the Fresno River West. proj ed. 
Th·ankyou, 
Kristine Walter 

A:COM 

,,,. 
Wheelhouse-:-,, Strategies 

205 E. River Park Circle , S uite 4 10 • Fresno , CA ·93720 
www wbeelbn11::;mSratenies com 

1 
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A:COM 

April 15, 2017 

To: Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaqu\n River Conservancy 
'V,a E-mail.- Melinda .Marks@sjrc.ca .gov 

Re: Fresno River West Project - Support for Alternatives 3 and 5B; and Opposition lo 
Alternative 1 

To Ms. Marks, Chairman Borgeas, and the entire San Joaquin River Conservancy board, 

My name fs Kristine Walter and I reside at 220 W. Bluff Avenue. I am a business woman and an 
active community member. I founded our Neighborhood Watch program, became. the lead for 
NextDooriThe Bluffs recruiting over 200 members, served as a committee member of the Bluff 
Security Patrol, snd was enlisted by Dr. Pete Mehas some six years ago to this Fresno River 
West project. 

I say all of this because as I'm sure some of you know by now, I have become one of the voices 
for our neighborhood and the San Joaquin River Access Coalition. It was never my intention 
when we moved here almost 16 years ago that I would be serving in this capacity . But having 
been enmeshed iri our neighborhood ,issues for over a decade, I find it necesS<;lty to step up and 
speak out. 

I em a strong supporter of Alternative 3 and 58 end en adamant opponent of Alternative 1 

By now you have likely received and reviewed many letters, from al l vantage points, on the 
Fresno River West project. It's been years in the planning and now. finally. we are at the point of 
truth. I don't think I am being overly dramatic w'hen I say that this is an historical turning point for 
our region Committing to this project, while likely npt to be completed in my lifetime, will be 
enjoyed by generations to come. 

Therefore, it cannot be overstated the importance of the decision you will make. This nex't step, 
on what alterna1ive(s) you will adopt, will cast the die for which the rest of the project will 
proceed -- for good or ill. And the impact will be felt for years to come. 

I hope tha1 you will consider my thoughts on the-three top alternatives being advocated for and 
the consequences of adopting each one. 

Alternative 3 

As stated, I am a· strong supporter for Alternative 3. 

1 
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A:COM 

People are obviously going to visit this project in order to be near the river. Why make ii so 
difficu lt for them? 

Bring trails in closer proximity to the river and create more of them 

• Directing recreational foot traffic along a route that has been we ll thought out and 
convenient shou ld conceivably be preferable than allowing random cow tra ils; especially 
for those with physical disabilities. 

• I believe that the project should include the add itional trails designed in Alterna tive 3 and 
not found with the other alternatives. Guiding additional access to some of the ponds 
would provide additional enjoyment and benefit to those recreating. 

• With all the effort and expense of replanting areas, it would seem logica l that the 
Conservancy wou ld want to protect those plantings and design the trail system to 
prevent their trampling. 

• It is also conceivable that additional activity closer to the river's edge, the site of many 
homeless encampments, might put pressure on that population to relocate. 

Alternative 5B 

I am a strong supporter for 58 which provides an access point for vehicular traffic and parking 
on an 11.4 acre parcel close to the river and ponds. 

Like many, many others, I see the benefits of accessing the project through Palm/Nees. The 
reason that SB makes sense has to do with certain political and legal rea lities that some simply 
do not choose to recognize. 

5B can be created with willing stakeholders 

The City of Fresno handed the Conservancy and AECOM an analysis of Palm and Nees access. 
(Palm Bluffs River Access report/ May 2015). This was done at some expense by the City of 
Fresno in an effort to support your directive to explore options at Pa lm/Nees. No other study of 
options was so thoroughly investigated prior to the EIR being conducted than those at 
Palm/Nees. And whi le SB (Site 1, Route 2) certainly has its challenges as noted in the City 's 
report, it was not considered impossible and was not even the most expensive option quoted. 

So why did AECOM completely dismiss the City's find ings and not even reference it in the 
DEIR? AND by doing so, put the DEIR complete ly at risk? 

If I were a board member, with the weight of this decision pending and realizing that the EIR has 
been undermined , either intentiona lly or unintentionally, risking perhaps the entire project and 
the waste of millions of dollars of public money, I wou ld be outraged . As I'm sure you could 
imagine, the public relations story that would follow wou ld not reflec t well on anyone. 

So while Alternative 5B has not yet been included in an EIR study, it is still the preferable 
solution: 
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• It will minimize the opportunity for legal challenges thereby keeping the Conservancy's 
funding stream potentially active. 

• It is close to the disadvantaged community of Pinedale. The community leaders of 
Pineda le indicate that Palm/Nees is the preferred access point for them . 

• Palm/Nees will not negatively affect residences. 
• Palm/Nees can be easily added to the existing publ ic transit system . 
• 5B access at Spano Park can provide a wonderful 'gateway' to the river project. It's on a 

commercial corner with traffic signalization. 

• 5B parking brings you to the closest point on the river than any other Alternative. 
• 5B parking gives water recreationists and fishermen the opportunity to either access the 

river or a pond_ 

• 5B parking is located on 11.4 acres; substantia lly large enough to accommodate trailers 
and motorhomes. 

• 5B parking wou ld be on an inert landfi ll which is the perfect use for parking. While some 
people say 'landfi ll ' as though it's Chernoby l, many areas in our ci ty have been safely 
bu ilt on landfills including Hyde Park and the Pa lm Blu ffs business park. 

Alternative 1 

I am adamantly opposed to Alternative 1 

Alternative 1, on the surface, would seem to be an easy solution for access and clearly there are 
factions advocating for it. However, Alternative 1 is a bad idea on several fronts: 

• First and foremost, the City of Fresno already spoke on this issue. Riverview is not the 
access point they want and stated as such in the 2035 General Plan. 
Therefore, please expla in to all of us, including those of you who understand City land 
use authority, how can this option , which violates the Ci ty of Fresno's General Plan, 
continues to even be considered? Again , this seems to test the strength of the DEi R 
since AECOM failed to recognize this important point. 

• And please think carefully that if this Alternative is chosen . That decision will trigger at 
least one, and likely several lawsuits creating interminable delays. Can you honestly say 
that this project and all the resources of time and money spent on it would not be 
jeopardized? That is the question you need to consider. But lawsuits and interminable 
delays aside, it is simply the wrong location for public access. 

Riverview is the wrong location for public access 

• It is not an easy corner to find trying to get in . 
• It is the one point of egress for a 180 unit apartment complex and over 160 homes. 

• Audubon has significant traffic impacts which would just worsen with erratic recreational 
traffic. 
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• The trafficmit i-gati0n issues that were proposed in 1he DEJ Rwould eliminate from 1- 4 
homes de.pending on the dloiq, N'o mitigaHon? Then 4 sthe DEIR stateq, there would 
be a "significant irnpac1" 

And I could go on and on. Read the letters from our neighbors and you wlJ see that they, we , do 
not want recreational traffio in our neighborhood. And wh efher that idea was sornerrow ii I 
conoaived some 35 ye.ars ago, the reality is the. neighborhood never deve loped in such a way 
that W0uld accommodal.!1' the rec;reat ional lra:fficihal ½ill e.nsue ltvny create,a hostile 
environment when a much more elegant soluiion is available at Palm and Nees? 

Board members, I hav.e spent weeks encouraging and imploring stakeholders and interested 
parties to recognize political and legal realities that could end this proJect and to do eve.ryihing 
possibl e to proactively address them. 

We need to find a path to move forvvard on this project I absolutely believe that iJ l¼e can all 
agree on the access point, and marshal our combined resource-s. we can make this, happen. 

In addition , it will lay a stronger foundat ion fOr the other challenges this project Wi ll immediately 
face ind uding finding sup port for ope rat ions and ma.int enance money and continuing the project 
down river with additional stakeholders, 

Wouldn't it be in everyone's best interests.to work together and not against each other? Don't 
you \hian1 support ers instead of opponents? 

Please, let.' s work together to make Fresno River West a reality 

Thank you fo r your careflll considerali on of my comrnents 

Respectfully, 

Kristi he WaJter 
220 W Bluff Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93711 
kri stInewalter@corncast, ne1 
559 ,779,5747 
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Letter 
I-207 

R
esponse 

K
ristine W

alter 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-207A
 This com

m
ent supports selection of A

lternative 3 and 5B
 and is opposed to A

lternative 1. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay, and 

to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a 

form
er landfill. 

Alternative 3 results in a trail alignm
ent that conflicts w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan 

directed tow
ard the protection of riparian resources and setbacks to provide adequate cover for 

w
ildlife m

ovem
ent. These conflicts are unavoidably significant as described in Volum

e I, Section 

5.8.5 of this FEIR
. Like the proposed project, Alternative 3 w

ould not alter perform
ance standards 

for public services such as response tim
es or population-to-service ratios and w

ould im
prove 

access to the R
iver for em

ergency services. See S
ection 2.5, “Project M

anagem
ent O

perations 

and M
aintenance,” in Volum

e I for the project activities that w
ould m

inim
ize trespass and 

hazards. 

I-207B
 This com

m
ent states that A

lternative 3 places the trail near to the R
iver. 

See response to com
m

ent I-207A
. 

I-207C
 This com

m
ent states that A

lternative 3 provides greater access to the ponds and increasing 

activity along the river edge m
ay result in the displacem

ent of hom
eless cam

ps that som
etim

es 

appear along the parkw
ay. 

See response to com
m

ent I-207A
. 

I-207D
 This com

m
ent supports A

lternative 5B
 because it provides an access point for vehicular traffic 

and parking on an 11.4 acre parcel close to the R
iver and ponds. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay, and 

to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a 

form
er landfill. 
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I-207E
 This com

m
ent states that the C

ity had a study prepared (P
alm

 B
luffs R

iver A
ccess R

eport/M
ay 

2015) to explore option of A
lternative at P

alm
/N

ees and the E
IR

 dism
issed the findings w

ithout 

referencing the report. A
lternative 5B

 w
ould im

prove access to the R
iver for disadvantaged 

com
m

unities, avoids negative im
pacts to residential neighborhoods, places parking in an area 

that prom
otes w

ater sports and fishing, and provides parking sufficient to accom
m

odate trailers 

and m
otorhom

es. The existence of old landfill is an obstacle that can be overcom
e as it has in 

other parts of the C
ity. 

The study referenced in this com
m

ent w
as considered along w

ith a second report conducted in 

2017 (see A
ppendix I of this FEIR

) that conducted a m
ore detailed review

 at an alignm
ent across 

the bluff. This inform
ation w

as review
ed during the process of developing alternatives to the 

proposed Project that are feasible and m
eet project objectives. 

I-207F 
This com

m
ent opposes A

lternative 1 as being inconsistent w
ith the C

ity G
eneral P

lan, w
hich w

ill 

result in opposition from
 m

ultiple parties if it w
ere to be selected for im

plem
entation. 

See response to com
m

ent I-207G
. 

I-207G
 This com

m
ent states that A

lternative 1 is not appropriate design to provide vehicle access as it is 

already difficult to navigate safely and this condition w
ould w

orsen w
ith A

lternative 1. M
itigation 

proposed for A
lternative 1 requires elim

ination of one to four hom
es. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular 

access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. S
ee the Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Volum
e I, Section 5.6 of this FEIR

. Sim
ilar to w

ith-project conditions, all roadw
ay segm

ents under 

Alternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still operate at an 

acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors w
ould turn at 

the Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar Avenue intersection, w

hich m
ay result in accidents and add to traffic 

delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. See Section 5.6 in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

, w
hich concluded that the 

potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning 

construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area on the C
ity 

constructing and operating the traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-207H
 This com

m
ent provides concluding rem

arks that sum
m

arize the points outlined above and 

reiterates support for a design that utilizes access at P
alm

/N
ees.  
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LETTER I-208: 
Riley Walter, April 15, 2017 

  

Janah Wright 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Walter, Riley <ri leywalter@W2LG.com> 

Saturday, April 15, 2017 11:55 AM 
Melinda Marks; district2@co.fresno.gov 

1-208 

lee.brand@fresno.gov; steve.brandau@fresno.gov; Bruce.Rudd@fresno.gov; Kinsey, 
John P.; secretary@resources.ai.gov 

River DEIR Comments 
2017 _04_15_11_ 47 _55.pdf 

Here are my comments on the DEIR. 

Thanks. 

Attenti on: TI1is messag is s nt by a law fi rm and may contain information that is privileged or conlidential. If 
you receive this transmission in error, please notify the send r by reply email and delete the message and any 
attachments. 

A:COM 
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Rile_y C. Walter 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 
Attn: M. Marks and A. Borgeas 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

220 West E:>luff Avenue 

Fresno, C a lifornia 9~ 7 I I 

Email: melinda.marks@sjrc.ca.gov 
Email: district2@co.fresno.ca.us 

Dear Ms. Marks and Chairman Borgeas: 

April 15, 2017 

I am a resident of the City and County of Fresno and resid at 220 West Bluff 
Avenue. 

I write in response to the invitation to provide written comm nts on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") relating to the proposed Ri er West Project. 
Given my residence, I am directly impacted and potentially dama ed by the 
Conservancy's consideration of some of the alternatives presente in the DEIR. 

As with most of my neighbors, I support having a well thou ht out and properly 
constructed trail system in the river bottom near and along the Sa Joaquin River. 

However, as written, I believe that there are several provisi ns and alternatives 
included in the DEIR that are fatally flawed and cannot be approv d without resulting in 
lengthy delays, something no reasonable person should want. M comments on these 
flaws and on the questioned fairness of the process are provided elow. 

My general comments are: 

1. Alternative 1 is fatally flawed due to direct violation f the City of Fresno 
2035 General Plan, the findings in the traffic study s owing access 
through Audubon and Del Mar it to be impractical a d based on unsound 
data and the failure to put the trail near the river. 

2. Alternative 3, without access at Riverview, and Alte ative 5b are the best 
choices for all the people of the region and will allo the trails to proceed 
without disruption or delay. 

3. "Environmental Justice" is not a physical factor cog izable under CEQA 
and is being deployed as a divisive tactic. 

1 
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4. There are legitimate concerns about the fairness oft e approval process 
in light of clear conflicts of interest and staff bias. 

My specific comments follow although not necessarily in or er of importance or 
priority. 

1. Ado tion and lncor oration of Other Comments of the oalition 

I have read the comments of the San Joaquin River Acces Coalition ("Coalition") 
presented by Mr. Kinsey and I adopt each of them as being thoug tful and considerate 
observations about the DEIR. Mr. Kinsey's comments are to be in orporated into my 
own comments as though set forth herein. 

2. TheCo 
anlnde 

out the Benefit of 
ultant 

The primary advocate for Alternative 1 is the San Joaquin iver Parkway and 
Conservation Trust, Inc. ("Trust"). The Coalition is concerned bee use many of the 
decisions made in the environmental document and the process I ading up to this point 
appear to be skewed and biased toward approval of Alternative 1 
These facts include: 

• The DEIR claims the impacts of the "project" are "significa t" due to 
"environmental justice" impacts, which are not recognized s "environmental 
impacts" under CEQA, and that the way to "mitigate" thos impacts is through 
additional parking, and in particular Alternative 1. (Ironical! , the issue of bus 
service is not addressed.) 

• The DEIR uses an artificial baseline to suggest the "projec • will have 
"environmental justice" impacts, when any iteration of the roject is better than 
the status quo (unused trail). 

I D 

E 

F 

• Analyzing Alternative 1 as a project alternative, even thou h it is not a feasible I 
alternative (because the City cannot issue approvals that re inconsistent with G 
the 2035 General Plan). 

• Failure to recognize that Alternative 1 would have signifi t land use impacts 
because it is inconsistent with the City's 2035 General Pia (yet raising this issue 
with respect to other alternatives). 

• Failure to adequately analyze mitigation at the intersectio of Del Mar and 
Audubon. 

• Rejection of all plans for parking at Palm and Nees, with t e exception of a 
potential access point where (i) the landowner objects an (ii) the property may 
have an easement recorded against it that purports to req ire equivalent access 
at River View as a condition of zoning. 

2 
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of Fresno in the 
as feasible 

• Failure to include all of the alternatives analyzed by the Ci 
Palm Bluffs River Access Feasibility Study Report May 201 
alternatives for Palm and Nees parking. 

• Failure to consult with the City regarding the City's preferre 
project and the City's 2035 General Plan. 

parking area for this I K 

For purposes of California's conflict of interest laws, AECO is an "official" 
because it is working in "staff capacity" with respect to the DEIR. ECOM has 
exercised independent judgment with respect to the selection of a ernatives, and 
advising the Conservancy on environmental and planning issues. The problem here is 
that the Trust has been the biggest advocate of Alternative 1, and Bart Bohn of AECOM 
presently serves as the Trust's president and director. Mr. Bohn s similarly employed 
for URS, which did planning and consulting for the Trust. URS wa acquired by 
AECOM. So you have the Trust's president employed as a senior project manager by 
the Conservancy's primary consultant and adviser. 

While I am continuing to investigate whether AECOM had i proper conflicts of 
interest under the Political Reform Act and Section 1090 of the G vernment Code, at 
this juncture it is clear that any approval of Alternative 1 could not tand up in Court 
because of a doctrine called "common law bias." Common law bi s is not limited to 
"financial interests," but could also apply to a "significant personal interest" in the 
outcome of a matter. (Clark v. City of Hermosa Beach ( 1996) 48 al.App.4th 1152 
(common law bias found where councilmember voted against proj ct that would have 
blocked his ocean view, and he had previously had altercations w h the project 
applicant].) Here, since the President of the Trust is a senior proj ct manager for 
AECOM, and AECOM has skewed the documents in favor of Alte native 1, which is 
advocated for by the Trust, the facts strongly suggest the Conse ncy engaged in 
common law bias and has breached the trust of the public. 

As such, the Conservancy should immediately retain the s rvices of an impartial 
environmental consultant and conduct an internal investigation as to what disclosures 
were made to the directors. I cannot believe the directors would ve allowed this 
conflict to put the project into jeopardy had the directors been pro er1y informed. 

3. Traffic Study 

I have read the report prepared by Smith Engineering and anagement dated 
April 7, 2017. This report does an extraordinarily thorough job of xplaining why 
increased traffic via Audubon and Del Mar is dangerous and pose a serious risk to 
persons and property. 

That the Conservancy would ever consider for a nanoseco d a roundabout that 
will damage the personal real property of several landowners rais s issues as to the 
judgment of the authors of the DEIR. 
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I find it gratuitous that AECOM would propose that the City nd Conservancy 
share "on a pro rata basis, the cost of installing either a traffic sig I" or (roundabout). 
How can this be a serious mitigation effort? How do you mitigate y saying someone 
else (whom the consultant knew to be opposed to the concept) sh uld pay for the work? 
If it were this simple every item with a negative impact can be neg tiated by saying "Joe 
will pay". Someone else will foot the bill. 

The traffic study alone shows why Alternative 1 is infeasibl and flawed. 

The DEIR report as to traffic at Audubon and Del Mar is no based on substantial 
evidence, contains no analysis of intersections affected by the Ri r West Project; uses 
a misleading traffic count and uses counts based on the wrong da ime of the day and 
wrong days. It is simply flawed . 

It is noted that several of the directors are not residents in t is area so I suggest 
that before they vote, it would be a good public policy for them to tand at the 
intersection of Del Mar and Audubon at 7:30 a.m. and 5:20 p.m. o a regular workday. 

Having waited many minutes during the morning commute o turn onto Audubon, 
I can personally attest to the existing problems with this intersecti n, problems that will 
be exacerbated by encouraging more traffic through this intersect n, especially with 
canoe trailers and horse trailers. 

4. Option 5b 

I have read the comments of the City of Fresno in the Pal Bluffs River Access 
Feasibility Study Report May 2015. I am taken aback that the Co servancy staff or 
consultants would ignore the clear mandate of the board to study ccess at Palm and 
Nees in light of this extensive report commissioned by the City, w ich shows that it is 
clearly feasible to give vehicular access and parking at Palm and ees. 

Additionally, access at Palm and Nees at Alternative 5b m kes sense given the 
bus route, property ownership by the City, being a commercial int rsection, and 
donation of the 11.4 acre parking site. 

As to the contention that because the parking area would e over an inert landfill 
it is not a feasible alternative, see the letter from Mehmet Noyan, developer with long 
experience building on landfill areas, who has personal knowledg about the Palm 
Bluffs area and the site, in particular. It seems clear that the auth r chose to ignore the 
extensive comments as to the inert nature of the landfill provided n the City's May 2015 
report. 

The failure of the DEIR to directly address and study Alter ative 5b underscores 
the issue of staff and consultant bias. It is my understanding that the Conservancy 
board directed that access at Palm and Nees be included in the udy but it now 
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appears that the staff or consultant, or both, chose to overrule the oard directive. 
CEQA requires that all alternatives must be considered and failur to properly include 
and study Alternative 5b is yet another reason why the DEIR is fla ed and defective. 

It has been reported that Conservancy staff made the deci ion to eliminate 5b 
from consideration. This is unfortunate and an overreaching interf rence into the 
prerogative of the board as CEQA allows consideration of the 5b lternative even after 
circulation of the DEIR. Here, the City of Fresno has stated its op osition to Alternative 
1 and its support for Route 5b, or a variation thereof. Why the Co servancy would not 
adopt 5b in the face of the opposition of the City, the demonstrate feasibility of 5b, the 
City's commitment to 5b, and the delay that will be occasioned by dopting Alternative 1 
is unknown. 

5. Disregard of the City of Fresno General Plan 

Amazingly, the DEIR cites the reason for placing the trails loser to the 
residences as being consistent with the Trust's "Master Plan". Th s Master Plan is 
merely the wishes of a single, special interest, nonprofit organizat on. It 1§ not an 
agency within the meaning of CEQA. Yet the City of Fresno, whi h is an a enc , is 
completely disregarded as to the 2035 General Plan. This again r ises the specter of 
staff bias. Someone has to have directed the consultant to ignore he General Plan of a 
sister agency - - and possible contributor to the future Operations nd Maintenance 
("O/M") need. 

The General Plan specifically allows only pedestrian and c cle access at 
Riverview yet the DEIR at Alternative 1 directly contravenes the eneral Plan. Adoption 
of Alternative 1 will only result in unnecessary delay for the entire rail system. 

It is simply unclear how, as a matter of law, an unelected onservancy board can 
purport to override a General Plan adopted by the City of Fresno ouncil. 

Another issue is to question why the Conservancy would g out of its way to pick 
a fight with the one agency that might help with O/M, security, for e, etc. 

On a related point, I attended the March 14 "informational eeting" at the 
Pinedale Community Center. There I met and participated in a p rson to person 
discussion with a Conservancy director who told us that we woul never change his 
mind to support Alternative 3. When asked how he could suppo Alternative 1 given 
the City's opposition and General Plan he said "the City will jus have to get over it." 
For director to knowingly and openly advocate an intentional viol ion of a City 
ordinance raises additional serious questions about the process. oreover, how a 
director could openly say he is willing to violate an ordinance is u clear and probably a 
violation of an oath to obey the law. To disagree with a law is one thing; to flaunt it is 
quite another. 
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6. Bus Service 

It is odd that the DEIR fails to mention that there is public tr nsportation to both 
Palm and Nees and the Highway 41 bridge. It would seem that pr viding easy public 
transportation access would be a key consideration of the alternat es yet this important 
fact is omitted from the report. 

The City already provides service to Valley Children's Hos tal so arranging a 
bus stop at the bridge would be a simple thing to do and it would lso give additional 
access to Woodward Park. 

There is also a bus stop near Palm and Nees, and could b moved even closer 
to that access point making it even easier for those with physical isabilities to access 
the trail system. 

To the contrary, there is neither bus service along Audubo nor any bus stop. 
Moreover, adding buses to the traffic at Audubon and Del Mar wo Id only exacerbate 
the traffic problems at that intersection. 

If environmental justice is truly a real concern one would e pect that the 
availability of public transportation would be prominently referen d in the report as this 
is clearly a mitigating factor. 

7. Funding Omission 

It is clear that there is presently no funding for 0/M, fire, p ice, trash, etc. One 
has to question the wisdom of choosing among alternatives witho t knowing how much 
each alternative will cost to construct and without knowing how th system will be 
maintained (and patrolled and secured). 

It is my understanding that there must be multiyear fundin in advance of 
development and public access yet here the Conservancy in disr gard of the 
established policy appears poised to select a course of action, wi out knowing how 
much it will cost nor how it will be maintained. 

8. Bias by Staff 

As mentioned elsewhere in these comments, the public h to believe the 
process is fair. The Conservancy directors owe the public fair tre tment and 
consideration. There should not be concern that the staff of the a ency is biased for or 
against any alternative. 
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Here the impartiality of the Conservancy staff is questioned As an example, see 
the Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report i the San Joaquin 
River Conservancy River West Fresno, Eaton Trail Extension Proj ct attached as 
Exhibit A. 

Note that the staff, in a clear and unambiguous effort to way the outcome by 
drawing direct attention to "Environmental Justice" and to specifi lly say one 
alternative involves a "past landfill" has sought to bias the outcom . (Exhibit 1) 

While both of these statements may be factually true in isol tion, it is obvious that 
the staff intentionally chose to highlight issues that favor the positi n of interest one 
interest group over other competing groups and positions. In addit on, at the public 
meeting of March 14, 2017, the staff specifically noted that Altern ive 3 would violate 
the Trust Master Plan but made no mention of Alternative 1 violati g the City's General 
Plan. 

This is unfair bias and it brings into question the fairness of he entire process. 
Even without debating the technical merits of the proposed altern tives it must be 
shown that the approval process was without taint. 

It is axiomatic that approval of the DEIR must be preceded ya meaningful 
public process. 

Meaningful means that the Conservancy board must look b yond a checklist of 
environmental factors for approval. Meaningful means there must e an examination of 
the process and the information transmitted to the public. See Cal Admin Code Title 14. 

Absent a meaningful process conducted without staff bias r favoritism the 
approval will be subject to a writ of mandate that requires recessi n of the approval 
pending true, full compliance with CEQA. The court can use its eq itable powers and 
one has to believe a court would not find favor with such bias and interference with the 
process. 

While most CEQA challenges are technical in nature, the eaningful public 
process is a due process requirement for a fair hearing and, here, there is sufficient 
doubt that the process has been meaningful due to potentially serous conflicts of 
interest described herein and due to the apparent staff and consu ant bias referenced 
above and throughout these comments. 

9. Environmental Justice is Not a Physical Factor 

Environmental Justice is not an environmental factor that nsidered in 
evaluating a project, as is detailed in the Kinsey letter. 
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Here the term is used in a divisive manner, intended to driv an unnecessary 
wedge between community groups. It is not a physical factor and EQA expressly 
states this shall not be treated as having a significant impact on th environment. 

The misplaced thrust of the DEIR is that disadvantaged p pie will be 
inconvenienced by access only at Palm and Nees and by the Hig ay 41 bridge. 
Without data support other than precinct data, which does not sho available 
transportation data, the study assumes that the people of Pinedal and other low 
income areas who desire access will need to drive the short dista ce to the bridge and 
this is an inconvenience and socially unfair. There is no proof of th s contention. 

However, if it is actually true that these residents do not ha e private 
transportation due to being disadvantaged they are much better o with access at Palm 
and Nees and Highway 41. 

Palm and Nees is within easy walking distance to Pinedale. For those who live 
elsewhere in Fresno and do not have a car there is public transpo ation to both Palm 
and Nees and Highway 41 (via the City bus that goes to Valley Ch ldren's Hospital). 

If the Conservancy is sincere about affording access to dis dvantaged people, as 
it should be, access at Palm and Nees and Highway 41 is far sup rior to the long walk 
from Pinedale to the Riverview access point. 

10. Delays in Constructing the Trail System 

The typical CEQA lawsuit takes many months to be decid at the trial level. 
The appeal process takes many more months. If the Conservanc fails in litigation it will 
then be faced with another multi-month delay while the DEIR is re one. 

Does it really make practical sense to directly contradict th City's General Plan 
and risk a multi-year delay, especially when there is a better, read , practical and 
feasible alternative of Alternative 5b? 

If the Conservancy does proceed to adopt Alternative 1 is it going to require that 
the Trust indemnify the Conservancy for the litigation costs? Why hould the Trust have 
a free ride on the public's money? 

11. Questionable Trail Location 

T 

u 

environmental sense as it will be more scenic and pleasing, avoid he inevitable scars V 

Another important point involves the trail location. I suppo having the trail as I 
proposed by Alternative 3. A trail near and along the river makes esthetic and 

from spur trails, discourage the illegal fires, camping and vagranc , and provide a much 

8 
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better fire buffer. Also importantly, the trails with Alternative 3 are ore extensive and 
favored by cyclists and walkers. Why wouldn't more trails be prei rable? 

However, one of the many disconcerting things about the D IR is the clear nexus 
between the Conservancy and the Trust. 

An example of this bias is shown by the maps presented in he DEIR to show tril 
locations drawn by URS. See, as an example, the map showing lternative 4-NO 
PARKING. A casual observer will note that the Trust and Conserv ncy appear to be 
sponsoring or recommending this alternative. This is hardly impart al. It says to any 
reader that the Conservancy,_without a vote, accepts the position of the Trust. This is 
disconcerting given the nexus between the president of the Trust s a Senior Project 
Manager of URS, now AECOM. (Exhibit 2) 

Moreover, URS was purchased by AECOM in 2014, the co suiting group 
engaged by the Conservancy. Were the Conservancy directors tol that the consulting 
they were engaging employed the president of the special interest group opposed to the 
City of Fresno's position on Riverview and the Coalition? How will his look in the 
newspapers? Even if there is no actual conflict of interest (and we o not know this) 
there is a clear perception issue. I suspect the directors have bee kept in the dark on 
this. 

If the Conservancy expects the public to believe that the pr cess adopting the 
DEIR was fair, consideration to this favoritism must be given. Sue apparent bias does 
not lead to public confidence in the process and poses a serious c allenge. 

12 .. Fire Protection Equipment 

Thankfully there has been a good deal of rain this season b with the rain comes 
the threat of grassland fires. 

The DEIR fails to adequately address the need for fire prot ction. There is no 
mention of whether the City even has equipment that can be used on wild fires in the 
river bottom. 

It is far preferable for first responders to a fast moving wild ire in the river bottom 
through Palm and Nees than racing down Audubon, though the d ngerous intersection 
at Del Mar through the neighborhood where potentially hundreds f residents would be 
attempting to flee through the only egress point and through a gat down to the river 
bottom. It will be a something short of a miracle that there would n t be a substantial 
loss of property and possibly lives. Access for fire protection shoul be a part of the 
study. 
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13. Fire and Safety 

Paramount to all considerations must be fire and safety co iderations. Having 
access at the bridge and Palm and Nees allows for two points of ntrolled access 
which promotes more public safety. Having the trail along the rive creates a greater fire 
buffer. Avoiding more traffic congestion at Audubon and Del Mar I ssens that safety 
concern. 

Conclusion 

I support having a properly designed and implemented trail ystem that allows for 
access to the people of the region. I oppose Alternative 1 and sup ort Alternative 3, 
without vehicular access at Riverview, and 5b. let's work togethe to get this done 
without litigation costs and delays. 

Sincerely yours, 

~c.We-{~ 
Riley C. Walter 

Attachments 

cc: lee Brand, Mayor, City of Fresno - lee.brand@fresno.gov 
Steve Brandau, Councilman, City of Fresno - steve.branda @fresno.gov 
Bruce Rudd, City Manager, City of Fresno - bruce.rudd@fr sno.gov 
John Kinsey, Attorney, Wanger, Jones, Helsey - jkinsey@ hattorneys.com 
John laird, Secretary of National Resources Agency -
secretary@resources.ca.gov 
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EXHIBIT1 

Eaton Trail Extension EIR 

( 5 n Joa9uin River Parkwa_y 
E~lore, Experience Enjoyl 

OTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENT IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE SA JOAQUIN RfVER CONSERVANCY RJVER WE T FRESNO, EATO 

TRAIL EXTEN IO PROJECT. 

The San Joaquin River Conservancy proposes to extend lhe existLng Lew s S. Eaton Trail by 
constructing a multipurpose trail extension and recreational amenities. T e Eaton Trail would be 
extended approximately 2.4 miles, from the Perrin Avenue alignment ne r State Route 41 on the 
east to Spano Park on the west in Fresno Co11nty. The proposed Project ould result in one 
significant unavoidable environmental impact re lated to Environmental J 1stice. One alternative 
to the proposed Project would be partially located on a past landfill. 

Beginning February 15 through April 15, 2017, the Dratl Environmental mpact Report (DEIR) 
is available for public review at the following locations: 

• San Joaquin River Conservancy, 5469 E. Olive Avenue. fresno A 93727 
• Woodward Park Regional Library, 944 E. Perrin Avenue, Fresno, CA 93720 
• Online: http:// jrc.ca.gov/ 

Please send written comments on U1e DE[R lo Melinda Marks, Executive Officer, Saa Joaquin 
River Conservancy, 5469 E. Olive, Fresno CA 93727. or emaiJ them lo 
MdindaMarks@.sj rc.ca1wv. Comments must be postmarked or email d by April 151 2017. 

As part of the public circulation process, the Conservancy Board wi LI hul ! an infom1ali naJ 
meeting on March 1 al 10:00 a.m., at 5469 . Ol ive. Fresno CA 93727. action will be taken 
at the Board meeting. 

A second informational meeting will be held March 14, at 5:00 to 7:00 p. . at tbe Pinedale 
Community Center 7170 N. San Pablo Ave .. Pre 'no CA 93650. At 5: 15 .m. U1e Conservancy 
will make a brief presentation of the pi:opo ·ed project and D -IR followe by ru1 open-house 
where Conservancy staff and consultants will be avai lable to an wcr que ions. fnterc ted parties 
may arrive at any time. 

If you have any questions or would like to request a copy of the DEIR, pl use contact Rebecca 
Raus, AGPA at (559) 253-7324 or email Rebecca.Raus@sjrc.ca.µov. 

11 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
  

 Page 2.3-891 

 
  

A:COM 

EXHIBIT2 

---- ___________ j__ ______ _ 

AECOM completes acquisition of URS Corporation 
AECOM announced today that the company has completed its acquisitio of URS Corporatlof1 
with broad support from stakeholders following approval of the merger a reement by URS' 
stockholders and the stock issuance proposal by AECOM's stockholders at each company's 
respective special stockholder meetings held on Oct. 16, 2014. 

Source: http://www.aecom.com/press/aecom 

Bart Bohn 
Senior Program Manager at URS Corporation 
URS Corporation 
Fresno, California Area 
43 connections 

Source: linkedin.com/in/bart-bohn-a4153130 April 2017 

CALMENTOR 
"As an advocate of sma ll business particlpatfon, Central Region has implement d a small business 
Architectural & Engineering (A&E) mentor-protege program, also known as th "Calmentor." " 
Source: http:/fwww.caltrans.ca.qov/d6/calmentor/ 

CALMENTOR SPRING MIXER ATTENDANCE LIST Apri/2016 
Attached 
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FIRM NAME CITY 

AECOM Fresno 

Atta V.sta So1utions. Rlcrm>nd 

AMC Corn;ulllrlg El'\Qlnccrs, Inc. 
S.n 

Frar'ldsoo 

CALTROP SacramtmlO 

Comers.tone Structural 
F!'llsno Engineering Group 

Cornerstone Structural 
Fresno Engineering Group 

Oesignlob 252 Fre:mo 

OHS consultlng Fresno 

Ghire:rd'elH Ass,::ic.,ates Rosev[ e 

Geocon 
Ranci,o 
Cordovi 

Harris A1.soctacas Fresrio 

HIA>ef & Huber Architecis FresliO 

HtJJer S Huber Ard 1ltect.s Fresno 

Ken Ouse Process Systems Snell ng 

MNS En~neers, Inc. 
~f1 l,ui$ 
Obl•po 

MNS Engineers, Inc. Santa 
Beltulra 

MNS En9l,.,or,;, Inc. Santo 
Balb,m1 

INCM Er-siioeeriog Co,pora•ion Fresno 

A:COM 

CALMENTOR SPRING MIXER 

ATTENDEE LIST • 4119116 

CONTACT/SIGNATURE EMAIL 

8art Bohn bat! bohnm.i~om ~0!.?J 

Patrld< L""'I' i!ga~m:mr~~11,1~:ri1D:la!~t!11.11 !lM !:iQlD 

M,ng-Oion (M.C.J Yu ~~lU@illl~ C!ml 

Peter Owon Q.9YLsnffi.g]ltQ21g2JI] 

ShawnC1.1lter5 

SandraG!l!!Jo,y !Srf!J!!CK:@~~ 

Scott Meal'! ~wau~wt:&1!i1C!l"~:i~ '2!Il 

Melanie Esles as•1u:il2 ml~b~l!lliUli ~ 

Rae'W')ln Le lo-Butchor 81~n@gbM:Qr~cllm~ 22m 

Oare.)' T8)11of J11~igr@:g~Q:!6Ml.,~~[!) 

Micha-el FeiS1 ~a~I te~ari@.~...m 

Ann Hubor ann1l'!}!!atd'lrteC1"- Ml 

t<ellh Huber 

KenOu:se. ~1i!l!idt=!!Jt11@.QCtJall CQ!JJ 

Bruce Webber 

Gre9 Ch0Cinl ~B~!Jlill!~O~~~.• corn 

A;iron Hilto11 :iil~lltc!!~!Il~e1::91na1r!: QQfD 

M0rk Gonzalez a;iar~ 99:[!za1e!@'15!!!C1V.l !;2!,!! 

PHONE Bualoon Typg 

(559)313-0606 Eng~-

(916) 632-0<00 

(.11 ~5)29 2249 

(916} .dJJ-7339 
Coosttuctloo Man¥ffi8" '1l05l o4ll-Oa9S 

(S!9) 320-3200 StructUf'i:111 Engineeting 

($9) 320-3200 SWct1.nl E.ngi11Nn.~ 

(SS9) 472-9966 -.. 
(71◄. 276-1 1 35 PM, CM, Eng11·1een(IQ COt'l4Uting fi rm 

{610} 7013,,?442 Con~ructlon Mi)nagol1)0nl 

{20 61) 81 ◄-7623 ~ & ln~on Conitll:i."its 

155~)-....,s 

(559) .s ro-n 21 Ardlftects 

155$) 304-301.S Archlects 

1209) 48H070 30 Model De!iign 

692-ii921 Coo&blr..Lon W.anagomet\1 

(aos) /07-032" COl1&uuct on Manegomtl'M 

{805) 797-0326 Cons:ttv::tcinl.lla~ 

{559} 492-301 !5 Tran&pOftal.ionJ'Slrucl.ural Eng Con:,t,At.tnt 
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FIRM NAME CITY 

NV5 1nc. Fresno 

NV5 1nc. Fresno 

NVS lnc. Fresno 

NV5 1oc. Fresno 

O'Dell Er19ineering FMno 

PB Fresno 

R4floon Coni!iultanls Inc. Fresno 

Saito A.s~lH Lanck~l)R Fresno 
A rchitects 

SmltM:mery San 
Ftandseo 

Staniec Consultlr.g SeN"\ce! FrMno 

Stantec Con~uJtlng Services Fresrio 

Synergisl!C$, Inc, Fresno 

Vall Co.ope( Associates, Inc. Emeryv1~\e 

Vall Co«ier As-boclates, Inc. Sacrnmonlo 

Vall Coop&f A&,soclates, 1oc. Ernet'j'Vr.le 

V SCE loc Fresno 

VSCE Inc Fresno 

VSCE lnc Oakland 

VSCE lnc Fre$nQ 

A:COM 

CALMENTOR SPRING MIXER 

ATTENDEE UST- 4/19/16 

CONT ACT/SIGNATURE EMAIL 

T0ddGeOt1J0 1gQg QIQ[Ql@ll:t~ ~ 

Lori Goodwin lort.g~tn@!lv::l .~ 

Brad Riel brad flel@nv~-Will 

Bryan Kroega, b<~n.lo:i~is1@11Y:~.com 

JOflquin Lopez. 1kJe!!:t:@odet:vng11~et:11!!:9,Sf!!D 

Mike Leonan:fo 1m;!~r~~Rl~11Q !t2!D 

EricVonBerg ~vg!!b:f!SlfnD~~DEU:l!AoJJ !w&!C!! 

Ralph Kec.hadorlan ~,;i~r1fDh@QO"'A1I ~C!! 

a.th Powor ~5;!~1 ~f!Q@gmr11l Sioo:J 

S tiwe s1,.011 ~~!'.:1-:5lr~tt@i!tan!!:!!t:!;Q[!l 

JoEllen Strait 1gi:11ea 11rD1l~a1~ £"m 

Jose P ixio, 1mm:-'§~!lliill~!D 

Ral1)'Chek !110:.: ~!3:Wl~~~~ :fi2III 

Ric:k Kaufman ~lqlufr_ru!l~llSQ®:Q.r@oo 

Keith Flahen)' 

Jesus Vargas riMJlf:!:i@\lf~]!}C r;g!:!] 

Santana Jimenez &:l!m!ne~1J1~1n~.com 

Fran~ Scma 1s.ana~\l.s.calnc 2QCD 

Gina 

PHONE Busln1151 Type 

(M0)01M&40 A&E 

(55-9}916-6849 A&E 

(559}916-6849 A&E 

(559)661-5220 A&E 

(559)451.(1395 

($59) 2GO-a620 

<5S9!22B-S92!5 Environmental Con,i.iting 

(559) 24G-6G 1 B Le~ Arch• Urban Plennlni: 

(4i5)G42•73213 UborlltJry!IBS!)eaJCn 

(05,9)271,2650 ~ = e11.v1ronmerue1 Cansd'Jng 

(5691271-2650 Engineering; !:nvlronmoo.1.Ell Consdung 

(800) 875.-7921 COl"l6Liting 

(510) ◄..:IS-8301 Coostnicti«I P.tg,nt COf'ISl.111.W.C 

(916)926--09.52 Or'ICltuetJ(ll'\Mgtr'llCQaSJ,llt,.tnlS 

(510) 44~1301 CCll'lttnJC:tlcn "''lgmt Coniuli.aru: 

155~ 221--4'a>Dlil Pro.-.ulon.ill engJninAnQ 

t:i59) 221..(.909 P1ctei,slooal Engmeerlng 

(S10)835-5001 Profe!I.Siooal 'El'lglneerlng 

(559) 221-4909 Ptol'essional Cnglrieerino 
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Letter 
I-208 

R
esponse 

R
iley W

alter 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-208A
 This com

m
ent states that A

lternative 1 is flaw
ed because it is inconsistent w

ith C
ity G

eneral P
lan 

policies and the findings of the im
pact analysis show

 access at A
udubon and D

el M
ar is 

im
practical. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular 

access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. S
im

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay 

segm
ents under A

lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still 

operate at an acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors 

w
ould turn at the Audubon D

rive/D
el M

ar A
venue intersection, w

hich m
ay result in accidents and 

add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. The A

lternative 1 transportation analysis in FEIR
 Volum

e 

I, Section 5.6, concluded that im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less than significant by conditioning 

construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area on the C
ity 

constructing and operating the traffic im
provem

ents identified in M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-

1. B
ecause this m

itigation m
easure requires approval and action by the C

ity of Fresno and the 

C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they are 

controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable.  

See Section 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of 

the G
eneral P

lan. 

I-208B
 This com

m
ent states that A

lternatives 3 and 5B
 are the best choices to provide residents w

ith 

trails along the parkw
ay. 

The com
m

enters’ support for Alternative 3 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. A
lternative 3 results 

in a trail alignm
ent that conflicts w

ith policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster P

lan directed tow
ard the 

protection of riparian resources and setbacks to provide adequate cover for w
ildlife m

ovem
ent. 

These conflicts are unavoidably significant as described in Volum
e I, S

ection 5.8.5 of this FEIR
. 

Like the proposed project, Alternative 3 w
ould not alter perform

ance standards for public services 

such as response tim
es or population-to-service ratios and w

ould im
prove access to the R

iver for 

em
ergency services. See S

ection 2.5, “Project M
anagem

ent O
perations and M

aintenance,” in 

Volum
e I for the project activities that w

ould m
inim

ize trespass and hazards. 

I-208C
 This com

m
ent states that environm

ental justice is not a factor to be considered under C
E

Q
A

. The 

analysis also uses artificial baseline to evaluate this issue. 

I 
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See Section 4.2, “Environm
ental Justice C

onsiderations,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for inform

ation 

about environm
ental justice considerations for the com

m
unity at large, including access to the 

project area. The Partially R
evised D

EIR
, circulated for public review

 after receipt of this 

com
m

ent, revised S
ection 4.2 to clarify and distinguish the analysis of potential disproportionate 

and adverse environm
ental effects from

 potential disproportionate levels of benefits of the project 

(access issue), w
hich is a socio-econom

ic consideration. 

I-208D
 This com

m
ent states that there are conflicts of interests am

ong staff that bias the approval 

process. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 

I-208E
 This com

m
ent incorporates the com

m
ents from

 S
an Joaquin R

iver A
ccess C

oalition. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 

I-208F 
This com

m
ent states that environm

ental justice is not a factor to be considered in C
E

Q
A

 and use 

of A
lternative 1 is not appropriate m

eans to m
itigation for this im

pact. D
E

IR
 uses artificial baseline 

to suggest project has im
pacts related to environm

ental justice. 

See Section 4.2, “Environm
ental Justice C

onsiderations,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for m

ore 

inform
ation about the revised analysis of im

pacts on disadvantaged com
m

unities, including a 

discussion of accessibility of public transportation. The analysis distinguishes betw
een socio-

econom
ic im

pacts and the availability of access to regional am
enities that contribute to public 

health and w
elfare. 

I-208G
 This com

m
ent states that A

lternative 1 is not feasible because the C
ity cannot issue approvals 

that are inconsistent w
ith the G

eneral P
lan. D

E
IR

 fails to recognize the significant land use im
pact 

associated w
ith A

lternative 1. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular 

access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. S
ee the Alternative 1 transportation analysis in 

Volum
e I, Section 5.6 of this FEIR

. C
onsistency w

ith G
eneral P

lan policies are found in S
ection 

3.11, ”Land U
se and Planning,” of the FEIR

 (Volum
e I). 
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I-208H
 This com

m
ent states that the D

E
IR

 fails to adequately analyze m
itigation at the intersection of D

el 

M
ar and A

udubon. 

See response to com
m

ent I-208M
. The analysis includes an evaluation of this intersection. 

I-208I 
This com

m
ent is regarding rejection of alternatives that provide for parking at P

alm
 and N

ees 

m
akes the analysis deficient. 

The developm
ent of alternatives to a project focused on the ability to m

eet project objectives 

w
hile avoiding or lessening significant project im

pacts. The C
onservancy considered m

ultiple 

docum
ents and reports including the Palm

 Bluffs R
iver Access Feasibility report. See appendix I 

to this FEIR
 for this report. 

I-208J 
This com

m
ent states that the E

IR
 is deficient for failing to include all the alternatives analyzed by 

the C
ity funded P

alm
 B

luffs R
iver A

ccess Feasibility R
eport. 

The C
onservancy considered a reasonable range of alternatives sufficient to m

ake an inform
ed 

choice including those w
ith different points of access, location of parking, and trail alignm

ents.  

See response to com
m

ent 208 G
& I. 

I-208K
 This com

m
ent states that the E

IR
 is deficient for failing to consider the C

ity G
eneral P

lan policies 

and the C
ity’s preferred location for parking. 

See Section 3.11 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of project consistency w
ith policies of 

the G
eneral P

lan.  

I-208L 
This com

m
ent states that A

E
C

O
M

 staff have a conflict of interest due to fact they are preparing 

the E
IR

 and are also represented on the B
oard for the S

an Joaquin R
iver Trust. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required.  The C
onservancy is required to consider the inform

ation contained in the E
IR

 and 

certify the docum
ent represents the independent judgem

ent.   

I-208M
 This com

m
ent states that the traffic study used in the E

IR
 is flaw

ed for not providing analysis of 

intersections and uses m
isleading traffic counts. S

trongly discourages consideration of a round-a-

bout that w
ould dam

age real property through acquisition of hom
eow

ner land. That alone m
akes 

the traffic study flaw
ed. 

U
sing the C

ity-provided pedestrian/bicycle counts that w
ere taken along the existing E

aton Trail 

near Fort W
ashington R

oad, and assum
ing the w

orst-case traffic scenario of the w
eekday 

I 
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P

age 2.3-897 

m
orning peak hour w

ith all single-occupant vehicles, the operating condition of local intersections 

in the year 2025 w
as evaluated .operation using the C

ity’s actual counts from
 a local access point 

to the trail w
ould not m

aterially alter the conclusions of the supplem
ental traffic report and the 

analysis contained in the E
IR

 rem
ains valid. R

efer to the revised Supplem
ental Traffic Study 

found in A
ppendix H

2 of the FEIR
 (Volum

e I).  

The intersection in question is presently identified as requiring im
provem

ents in the future 

condition by the C
ity of Fresno. At the tim

e the traffic signal w
arrants are triggered the C

ity of 

Fresno w
ould conduct engineering design to determ

ine the configuration of this im
provem

ent. 

The C
onservancy w

ould not be undertaking this traffic im
provem

ent project and w
ould not be 

responsible for determ
ining the design, including determ

ining any environm
ental im

pacts 

associated w
ith that traffic im

provem
ent 

I-208N
 This com

m
ent states that traffic at the intersection of D

el M
ar and A

udubon during the m
orning 

and evening peak is very problem
atic and the traffic study is flaw

ed for using m
isleading traffic 

counts. 

See response to com
m

ent I-208M
. 

I-208O
 This com

m
ent states that A

lternative 5B
 is clearly feasible for vehicle access and parking at P

alm
 

and N
ees. A

lternative 5B
 w

ould place the parking and trailhead near existing bus route and 

com
m

ercial services. D
evelopm

ent over an inert landfill is feasible and accom
plished elsew

here 

in the C
ity. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay, and 

to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a 

form
er landfill. 

I-208 P
 This com

m
ent states that the E

IR
 com

pletely ignores the policies of the C
ity G

eneral P
lan and 

places the P
arkw

ay M
aster P

lan policies above those of the C
ity, w

hich is an agency under the 

definition of C
E

Q
A

. C
onservancy is ignoring C

ity G
eneral P

lan policies by considering A
lternative 

1. 

See response to com
m

ent I-208G
. Also see S

ection 3.11, ”Land U
se and P

lanning,” of the FEIR
 

(Volum
e I). 

I 
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P
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I-208Q
 This com

m
ent states that the E

IR
 does not consider public transportation w

hich is available to 

both P
alm

 and N
ees and the S

R
 41 bridge. Thoughtful placem

ent of the bus stops could allow
 

those w
ith disabilities to access the project. 

See Section 4.2, “Environm
ental Justice C

onsiderations,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for m

ore 

inform
ation about the revised analysis of im

pacts on disadvantaged com
m

unities, including a 

discussion of accessibility of public transportation. Public transportation including Fresno Area 

Express bus routes are described in Section 4.2.4 in V
olum

e I of this FE
IR

. 

I-208R
  This com

m
ent states that the C

onservancy has no funding for operations and m
aintenance and 

the com
m

entor is concerned about selecting an alternative w
hen the cost to construct and 

operate each is unknow
n. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 

I-208S
 This com

m
ent claim

s bias of staff tow
ard particular alternatives 

See response to com
m

ent I-208R
. 

I-208T 
This com

m
ent states that environm

ental justice is not a C
E

Q
A

 issue. 

See response to com
m

ent I-208C
. 

I-208U
 This com

m
ent states that selection of A

lternative 1 could result in delay and additional costs 

associated w
ith opposition from

 interested parties and possibly could slow
 schedule. 

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular 

access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. S
im

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay 

segm
ents under A

lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still 

operate at an acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors 

w
ould turn at the Audubon D

rive/D
el M

ar A
venue intersection, w

hich m
ay result in accidents and 

add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. S

ee Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
, w

hich 

concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less than significant by 

conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area on the 

C
ity constructing and operating the traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure A

lt. 1–

Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno and 

the C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they 

are controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I 
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P

age 2.3-899 

I-208V
 This com

m
ent states that the best location for the trail is along the R

iver as depicted under 

A
lternative 3. 

See response to com
m

ent I-208R
. 

I-208W
 This com

m
ent claim

s bias of staff tow
ard particular alternatives 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 

I-208X
 This com

m
ent states that the D

E
IR

 fails to address potential fire hazards and that em
ergency 

responders w
ould have better access to the R

iver bottom
 by using the P

alm
/N

ees intersection 

w
hich is in a com

m
ercial setting as opposed to traveling through residential streets. P

lacem
ent of 

the trail alignm
ent near to the R

iver provides a greater buffer for residential uses on the bluff. 

See Section 3.15, Public S
ervices, of the FE

IR
 (V

olum
e I) for discussion of im

pacts on 

em
ergency services w

hile potential fire hazards are considered in Section 3.9 H
azards and 

H
azardous M

aterials. The proposed Project w
ould not result in significant im

pacts w
ith application 

of best m
anagem

ent practices. 

 
 

I 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
  

 Page 2.3-900 

LETTER I-209: 
Anna Wielicki, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Anna K Wirllcisl 
Melinda Macks 
Alremative J and SB 
Saturcla1, Apil 15, 20177,38:35 PM 

Fre~no. /\:p ril l4, 2017 

Ms. Mclinda Mark~, .Executive Otlicer· 

San ,Joaquin River C'..unservancy 

5469 E. Olive 

F1·csno, CA 93727 

Dear 11s. Marks, 

1-209 

As a resident of City of Fresno for the, last 33 years I am writing tili.s letter i11 supp011 of mu· 
effort to deve lop Sru1 foaqttin Riv1:r Park.way into a ftmctional ru1d sustainable am nity that 
wi ll contribute lo the impro etmmt of a lifo style of all ciliNns of mu- city. Sp~cirically. I 
would like 1o urge you to consider Alternative 3 re-garding access lo the :Parkway from Hwy 
41 and. Ness I Pabn intersections and here is wily: 

1. Safety: I have lived i11 the Bluffs neighborhood for the last 20 years and can testify to the 
fa.cl that trarfic prob1'ems l1avc been growing there at an am:elcrating pace especially al the 
access point on Audubon and Del Mar. IJel.lhlring it as ru1 access point to tl1e Park.way 
Alternative 1) would reader this intersection vutually unusable and greatly j eopardize safet 

of not only BlLrlf residents bui also 1housands of cotru1m1ers who are already passing through 
thif; intersection cvtiry day frt)lll Palm Avenue toward FrianL 

'2. Functionality of the h'llils: It i~ obviou. that the main attraction of the Patk-way \.\till be 
San Juaquin River: thorofore it follows that th ti path or walkway should he as close to tho 
water as possible. Fully fi111ctional trail requires easy access by the fire department, pol ice, 
paramedics as w ell as visitors haulin,g verity of sport eqnipment like bikes, jet skis. kayaks or 
horses. Jamming resid<3nlia1 area with this kitid of traffic would be cltiarly dangerous to all 
involved, wl1i le Alternative 3 resol ves this problem by utilizing Hwy 41 an:a ru1d 
nomesidential area of Pahn tmd oss. 

3. Sustainability of the solution : we all know that project of this magnitude can be 
uccessfol onl_ with the continuous commitment of resources and support of citize11S. I think 

you would be surprised knowing how nrnny Bluff residents are ready to suppott this. project. 
In spite of some misguided al\cmpis 1o paint us as e1 i1ists we actually represent extn:mcly 
di versified group of people coming from ditrerent cthnical, cultural, and racial ba •kgrounds. 
A5 som<!one who was born and raised in Europe I can really appreciate an idea of creating 
nature friendly, livable city zone to be eujoyed by all. And yes - ·-we DO waut it i11 our 
backY'ard' '! We just want it to be designed the way which wi ll foster our long term support 
for this project vcrsllS turning the whole neighborhood against it. 111iH way is , \Jkmativc 3. 
designating tv,o access points to the Parkway at Hwy 41 and Palm / ess i11tersection (as 
suggested by th.e-City of Fresno General Pru1 for 203 5 ). 

13 
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A:COM 

Dear Mrs. 1'forks, we live in a divisive world when lot of great idea get lost in m1 ugly 
politicu.l game. I remain hopeful that you and your Board in its wisdom will make a right 
decision that will make peQple like 1ue to write their next check to support your project 
instead of contributing to litigation cost to defend the safety of our neighborhood. 
Much too many great ideas have been buried or tailed tlii way itt ow· counrry. Let 's ate 
this project together. 
Sincerely, 

Anna Wielick.i, 
8753 N Glelm. Fresno 9371 l 

Ph# (559) 288-3424 

D 
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Letter 
I-209 

R
esponse 

A
nna W

ielicki 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-209A
 This com

m
enter opposes A

lternative 1 as it w
ould overburden the intersection of A

udubon and 

D
el M

ar.  

The EIR
 analysis studied m

ultiple alternatives, including A
lternative 1 that places vehicular 

access at the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive location. S
im

ilar to w
ith-project conditions, all roadw

ay 

segm
ents under A

lternative 1 have sufficient capacity to accom
m

odate added traffic and still 

operate at an acceptable LO
S. H

ow
ever, traffic volum

e is anticipated to increase because visitors 

w
ould turn at the Audubon D

rive/D
el M

ar A
venue intersection, w

hich m
ay result in accidents and 

add to traffic delays at D
el M

ar A
venue. S

ee Section 5.6 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
, w

hich 

concluded that the potentially significant im
pact w

ould be reduced to less than significant by 

conditioning construction of the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive vehicle entrance and parking area on the 

C
ity constructing and operating the traffic im

provem
ents identified in M

itigation M
easure A

lt. 1–

Traffic-1. Because this m
itigation m

easure requires approval and action by the C
ity of Fresno and 

the C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ill be im
plem

ented because they 

are controlled by another agency, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable. 

I-209B
 This com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 as it provides easy access by the fire 

departm
ent, police, param

edics as w
ell as visitors hauling verity of sport equipm

ent like bikes, jet 

skis, kayaks or horses. Jam
m

ing residential area w
ith this kind of traffic w

ould be clearly 

dangerous to all involved, w
hile Alternative 3 resolves this problem

 by utilizing H
w

y 41 area and 

nonresidential area of P
alm

 and N
ees. 

Alternative 3 w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the proposed project 

and this trail alignm
ent conflicts w

ith policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster P

lan. The proposed project 

includes m
ultiple points of access. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided at four locations: 

Perrin A
venue, Spano P

ark, and the W
est R

iverview
 D

rive and C
hurchill Avenue entrances to the 

Bluff Trail. Vehicular access and a parking lot w
ould be from

 the Perrin A
venue undercrossing of 

SR
 41. C

onsistency w
ith the G

eneral Plan is fully evaluated in S
ection 3.11 (see Volum

e 1) of the 

FEIR
 that includes consideration of the B

luff Protection O
verlay. 

I-209C
 This com

m
ent expresses support for A

lternative 3 designating tw
o access points to the P

arkw
ay 

at S
R

 41 and P
alm

/N
ees intersection consistent w

ith the C
ity of Fresno G

eneral P
lan. 

See response to C
om

m
ent I-209B. 

I 
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P

age 2.3-903 

I-209D
 The com

m
enter seeks to w

ork w
ith C

onservancy to develop a design that all can support. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 
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LETTER I-210: 
Vincent Yau, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

~ 
Melinda Macks 
Eaton-Trail- Extension 
Saturday, Ap·il 15, 2017 4:41:0 5 PM 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

After reviewing all options, I strcmgly feel that Alternative 3 and SB are more 
appropriate since commercial areas are designed to accommodate substantially 
higher traffic flow than residential area as in Alternative 1. 

r sincerely hope t hat Alternative 3 and 5B be approved . 

Thank you for your t ime and consideration. 

Regards, 

Vincent Yau 
233 W. Riverridge Ave 
Fresno, Ca. 93711 

1-210 

A 
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Letter 
I-210 

R
esponse 

Vincent Yau 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-210A
 The com

m
enter supports selection of A

lternatives 3 and 5B
, w

hich are proposed along roadw
ays 

designed to carry higher traffic volum
es than the residential streets that w

ould carry traffic under 

A
lternative 1 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 
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LETTER I-211: 
Bill and Marlene Youpel, April 15, 2017 

  

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Madere Yo1JPCI 
Melinria MaCU 
Fresno River Wes t Project 
Saturday, Apil 15, 201712:42: 39 PM 

1-211 

We are writing in regards to the Fresno River West. Project. We have been residents 
of The Bluffs for 17 years. We truly appreciate the beauty and value that the San 
Joaquin River bottom has to offer the community and visitors. We agree that 
preservation and being true cust.odians of th1s jewel is necessary. We also concur 
that making the river bottom accessible to everyone is valuable as well . 
However, in reviewing the suggested proposed projects # 1 - Sb by the San Joaquin 
River Conservancy, we can only truly support Project Sb. Public access and parking 
near Palm/Nees .is the only one that makes sense! Traffic on Audubon today has 
made it nearly impossible dangerous fo r anyone either on foot, on a bicycle or in an 
automobile to cross Audubon. Your suggestion to put a roundabout or signal at 
Audubon and Del Mar is preposterous and dangerous! 
We strongly recommend that you go forward with .planning access and parking at 
Palm/ Nees! 

Thank you 

Bill and Marlene Youpel 
490 West Bluff Avenue 
Fresno, CA 
559-696-3636 

A 
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Letter 
I-211 

R
esponse 

B
ill and M

arlene Youpel 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-211A
 This com

m
enter supports A

lternative 5b. This design provides good public access and parking 

near P
alm

/N
ees avoids increasing traffic on A

udubon. The com
m

ent opposes placem
ent of either 

a roundabout or signal at A
udubon and D

el M
ar. 

See Section 5.11, “A
lternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 

analysis found that Alternative 5B w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay, and 

to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a 

form
er landfill. 
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LETTER I-212: 
Andrea De Zubiria, April 15, 2017 

 

A:COM 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

AndCN Pr ZuWkl 
Melinr1a MaCU 
Rt,.,,- West Fl-cJert 
Saturday, April 15, 201712:25:19 AM 

1-212 

Dear Ms Marks, 

As a resident of Fresno County, I hope that as many ways to access the River West Project as possible I 
will be ap.proved. I understand that there are three access poln\5 under consideration and I believe it Is 
jmport,mt to approve all of them to create equitable access to our natural assets . A 
TI1ank. you 
Sincerely, 
Andrea De Zublria 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Letter 
I-212 

R
esponse 

A
ndrea D

e Zubiria 
A

pril 15, 2017 

I-212A
 The com

m
enter supports providing vehicle access at all three locations under consideration to 

create equitable access to the natural assets along the R
iver. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” This com
m

ent is not 

directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is 

required. 
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ugust 2017 Partially R

evised D
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Table 2-10 lists the com
m

ents on the August 2017 Partially R
evised D

EIR
 received from

 individuals 

during the public review
 period. The table identifies authors, com

m
ent dates, and com

m
ent letter 

identification codes. Each com
m

ent letter received is reproduced in its entirety below
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LETTER RI-1: 
John P. Kinsey (Wanger, Jones, Helsey LLP, for the San Joaquin River Access Coalition), 
September 28, 2017 
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MAILING .ADDRESS 

POST OFFICE BOX 28340 

FRESNO. CALIFORNIA 93729 

TELE PH ONE 
(559) 233 - 4800 

FAX 
(559) 233 - 9330 

RECEIVED 

SEP 2 9 2017 

September 28. 2017 

VIA EMAIL & UNITED STATES MAIL 

Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER CONSERVANCY 

5469 E. Ol ive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno, Eaton Trail Extension Project: 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

San Joaquin River Access Coalition's Comments on 
PRDEIR (State CJearingbouse No. 2014061017) 

Rl-1 

OFFICE AD MIN ISfRATOR 
LVNN M HOFFMAN 

Wrller 's E-Mafl Addrosa: 

Jk lnaey@ w/h altor ,-.eys . com 

Website ; 

www , Wj hatlorneya , c om 

My Jaw fum represents the San Joaquin River Access Coalition (the "Coalition"), 
an organization comprised of homeowners who reside west of State Route 41 and north of Nees 
A venue within the City of Fresno. This letter provides comments on behalf of the Coalition on 
the Partially Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse No. 2014061017 
(the' PRDEIR") for the San Joaquin River Conservancy's ("Conservancy") proposed River West 
Fresno, Eaton Trail Extension Project (the "Project"). 

The Coalition desires the Project to move forward expeditiously, and in a manner 
that provides reasonable access at existing transportation hubs, such as the Palm & Nees 
intersection. That is why the Coalition and numerous other stakeholders - including affected 
public agencies, community groups, developers, and residents - have rallied around Alternative 
5b. 1 As a result, the Coalition is pleased to see that the Conservancy corrected several of the 

As stated previously, the Coalition supports Alternative Sb, which should be combined 
with Alternative 3 to ensure the Project conforms with the City of Fresno's 2035 GPU Policy 
POSS-7-g [the "trail alignment should, at the greatest extent possible, be located along and/or 
near the river for maximum public enjoyment, view and access to the river by all users, and to 
allow for the best possible fire and public safety buffer for adjacent property owners .... "].) 

(7 5 07 /0021007 59729, DOCX) 
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material legal deficiencies in response to the Coalition's April 13, 2017, letter concerning the 
Draft EIR for the Project. Among other things, the PRDEIR has been modified to (i) include an 
analysis of Alternative Sb, which is supported by the vast majority of the affected stakeholders; 
(ii) include an analysis of intersections affected by the Project, including the Audubon Drive/Del 
Mar intersection; (iii) remove socio-economic issues such as environmental justice as stand- 1 
alone environmental impacts; (iv) correct the use of different environmental baselines for 
different impacts; and (v) address the Project ' s adherence to the goals and policies of the Bullard (cont) 
Community Plan. 

That being said, whi le the PRDEIR addresses some of the issues raised by the 
Coalition and other members of the public, the PRDEIR remains materially deficient, 
particularly wi th respect to its revised discussion of Alternative 1. Due to these significant 
defects, the PRDEIR is insufficient under CEQA to the extent the Conservancy seeks to approve 
Alternative I , or any other iteration of the Project that contemplates access to the Project at 
Riverview Drive. 

A. Due to the Changes in the PRDEIR, the Conservancy Cannot Make 
The Findings Necessary to Approve Alternative 1 

As revised , the PRDEIR makes plain that the Project would not have any 
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. In contrast, Alternative I would result in 
potentially significant environmental impacts as to traffic at the Del Mar/Audubon intersection, 
which the PRDEIR characterizes as "significant and unavoidable." As a result of these and other 
conc lusions, the Conservancy may not approve Alternative 1. 

First, while a lead agency may approve a project alternative in lieu of the project 
under some circumstances, this is typically appropriate only where the "agency finds that the 
alternative will be less environmentally damaging than the project as proposed." (Kostka & 
Zischke, Praclice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2017) § 17.11 at 17-13 
[emphasis added].) This is because CEQA's purpose is to prevent significant damage to the 
environment through the analysis of alternatives that could reduce a project's environmental 
effects. (See id.; see also, e.g., Pub. Resources Code, § 2 I 002 [finding that "public agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives . .. which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects," and CEQA's 
procedures "are intended to assist" lead agencies in identifying project alternatives that "will 
avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects"] [emphasis added].) Here, all of the 
potential impacts associated with the Project itself can be reduced to a less than significant level 

Ill 

Ill 

{7507/002/00759729. DOCX} 
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with mitigation. Alternative 1, in contrast, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
that the Conservancy itself recognizes. 2 

Similarly, Section 15043 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that a "public agency 
may approve a project even though the project would cause a significant effect on the 
environment" only if the agency makes a finding that (a) there " is no feasible way to lessen or 
avoid the significant effect," and (b) the benefits of the project outweigh the policy of reducing 
or avoiding the project's significant environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15043.) In 
this case, the Conservancy cannot make the finding under Section l 5043(a) for Alternative 1. 
This is because the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with Alternative I could be 
lessened (and, in fact, avoided) through the selection of either the Project or Alternative Sb (as 
neither of those alternatives would create significant and unavoidable traffic impacts to the Del 
Mar/ Audubon intersection). 

In short, because the Project has no significant and unavoidable environmental 
effects, while Alternative 1 does, the Conservancy's selection of Alternative I would be 
impermissible under CEQA.3 (See CEQA Guidelines,§ 15043.) 

B. The PRDEIR's Avoidance of Alternative l's Inconsistency With the 
General Plan Violates CEQA, and is also Based on Inaccurate Legal 
And Factual Assertions 

One of the primary controversies in this proceeding stems from the failure of the 
Conservancy and its environmental document to respect and adhere to the land use policies and 
goals established by the Conservancy's sister agencies, including the City of Fresno. This is 
particularly true with respect to the fact that Alternative 1 is directly contrary to Policy POSS-7-g 
of the City of Fresno's 2035 General Plan Update. 

The PRDEIR suggests that the Conservancy need not recognize any 
inconsistencies between the Project and any local land use agency's plan-level documents 
because "the City's of Fresno ' s General Plan is not an 'applicable' plan under CEQA Guidelines 
section 15125, subdivision (d)," and that any analysis of " [t]he consistency with local plans in 
this document is discussed for informational purposes only." (PRDEIR at 5-6.) Based on this 
statement, the PRDEIR concludes that "Alternative 1, to the degree the project includes only 

In addition, Alternative I would create significant land use impacts because it would 
contravene the goals and po li cies of the City of Fresno's 2035 General Plan, which the DEIR and 
PRDEIR have impermissibly declined to recognize, as discussed infra. 

As the Conservancy is aware, Alternative 5 contemplates access through an easement 
under which the property owner asserts that reciprocal vehicular access through Riverview Drive 
must be provided to the public. As a result, the same constraints discussed in this section apply 
with equal force to Alternative 5. 

{ 7 507 /002/007 59729. DOCX} 
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activities on state owned land, does not conflict with an applicable land use plan or policy. No 
impact would occur." (PRDEIR at 5-6 [emphasis in original].) 

This conclusion is unsupported by law or fact. First, even if the Project only 
contemplated construction on "state owned land" - which is factually inaccurate - agencies such 
as the Conservancy may not side-step an analysis of consistency with local plan-level 
documents. Specifically, Section 65402 of the Government Code provides that a "local agency," 
which includes the Conservancy4: 

[S]hall not ... construct or authorize a public building or structure, in any 
county or city, if such county or city has adopted a general plan or part 
thereof and such general plan or part thereof is applicable thereto, until the 
location, purpose and extent of such acquisition, disposition, or such 
public building or structure have been submitted to and reported upon by 
the planning agency having jurisdiction, as to conformity with said 
adopted general plan or part thereof. 

(Govt. Code, § 65402.) 

While some of the land at issue may be owned by the State of California, much of 
the riverbottom property upon which the Project will be constructed, including the proposed 
expansion of Riverview Drive, is owned by other persons/entities (including the City), (see 
DEIR at 3-7), and is located within the City' s municipal boundary (as well as the planning area 
included within the 2035 General Plan). (See DEIR at 3-5 ["All 358 acres of the study area are 
within the city limits of Fresno."].) Alternative I specifically contemplates the construction of 
buildings and other "structures" within the City' s boundaries, including (i) parking facilities, (ii) 
trails, (iii) restroom buildings, and (iv) a traffic signal and/or a roundabout at the Del 
Mar/Audubon intersection. (See, e.g., DEIR at 2-6, 5-4; id. at Figure 5-1.) Because the term 
"structure" includes any object that is "c.onstructed," (see Merriam-Webster 's Dictionary 
["Structure: something (such as a building) that is constructed"]), and the project is located 
within the City of Fresno, Section 65402 plainly applies. 

But even if Section 65402 did not apply - contrary to the plain language of the 
statute - a lead agency cannot avoid analysis of an environmental impact on the basis that it is 
not required to comply with local laws. The Conservancy's position in the PRDEIR finds no 
support in the law, and would essentially turn CEQA on its head . When analyzing 
environmental impacts caused by a project, the question is whether the project will affect the 
environment, not whether the lead agency has permission to construct the project. While the 
legality of a lead agency' s actions with respect to the project may be relevant to issues 

4 The Conservancy is a " local agency" under Section 65402 of the Government Code. 
(Govt. Code, § 65402 [defining "local agency" as "an agency of the state for the local 
performance of governmental or proprietary functions within limited boundaries"].) 

{ 7507/002/00759729 DOCX} 
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concerning feasibility (such as the feasibility of a project alternati ve) or perhaps overriding 
considerations, (see Pub. Resources Code,§ 2108 1, subd. (a)(3)), whether an activity is legal or 
otherwise authorized is simply irrelevant to an agency's determination as to whether there is an 
environmental impact associated with a project under CEQA. Indeed, if an EIR could exclude 
from analysis all activities that are legal or that could be authorized by a public agency, there 
would usually be nothing left for an EIR to study. This is particularly important here, because 
Alternative I would subvert the goals and policies of plan-level documents adopted by the City 
of Fresno, which of course would result in a significant impact to the integrity of the City' s 2035 
General Plan. 

The Conservancy' s position is also contrary to the positions taken elsewhere by 
the Conservancy. For example, the environmental documents for both the Project and the 
Conservancy's Master Plan address potential inconsistencies between the above projects and 
local plan-level documents. For example, the Draft EIR for the Project specifically recognizes 
that components of the Project will require permits and/or agreements from the City of Fresno, 
(Draft EIR at 3-149), and that the land use impacts would be significant if the Project "conflict[s] 3 
with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of any agency with jurisdiction over the ( cont) 
project .. . . " (id. at 3-1 48.) The Master Plan EIR, in turn, recognizes that the proposed master 
plan "would have a significant impact if it conflicted with applicable land use plans, policies, or 
regulations," (see Master Plan EIR at 4. 10-13), and the analysis of consistency in the Master Plan 
EIR specifically addresses whether portions of the plan located on state-owned property would 
be consistent with local plan-level documents. 

The various environmental documents prepared by the Conservancy are also 
internally inconsistent on the treatment of land use impacts, and (nearly everywhere else), 
suggest inconsistencies with the City 's plan-level documents are relevant to determine whether a 
Conservancy project would result in a significant land use impact. For example, the portions of 
the DEIR for the Project that discuss the "Project" itself specificall y refer to access at Riverview 
to support a finding of consistency, and even cite Policy POSS-7-g to support the finding of 
consistency. (See DEIR at 3-1 49 ["The project would include public pedestrian and bicycle 
access to the project site via an existing entrance to the Bluff Trail at River View [sic] Drive . ... 
Therefore, the project would be consistent with Policies POSS-7-g and POSS-7-1 of the General 
Plan Update 2035."] [emphasis added].) It is wholly unclear why the Conservancy believes 
Policy POSS-7-g is relevant for purposes of analyzing land use impacts for the Project, but the 
same policy is not relevant to the analysis of Alternative I. Stated simply, the Conservancy 
cannot on the one hand assert that access at Riverview Drive supports a find ing that the Project is 
consistent with the 2035 General Plan, yet on the other hand assert elsewhere that - where an 
alternative departs from the 2035 General Plan - any analysis of the same policy is irrelevant. 5 

The inconsistency between how the PRDEIR analyzes land use impacts for the Project, 
compared to Alternative I , is also demonstrated by the fact that the PRDEIR finds the land use 

{7507/002/00759729.DOCX} 
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Further, the DEIR specifically identifies the City of Fresno as a "responsible 
agency" that may be required to use the EIR for permits and other discretionary actions required 
to implement the Project. The City, however, cannot act in a manner that is contrary to its own 
2035 General Plan, rendering Alternative I infeasible (because subsequent approvals legally 
cannot be effectuated by the City acting as a responsible agency). This is because subsequent 
actions by the City "must be compatible with the objectives and policies of the general plan." 
(Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 782 
[emphasis added] [citing Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural e/c. County v. Board of Supers. 
(1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336].) Because the policy at issue here is specific, mandatory, 
fundamental , and clear, and Alternative 1 (or any other alternative that would contemplate access 
at Riverview Drive) would be inconsistent with the 2035 General Plan, whether the Conservancy 
owns some of the properties that may be used for access is simply irrelevant. 

In addition, the Conservancy's refusal to recognize the plan-level inconsistency is 
premised on inaccurate factual assumptions. Specifically, the PRDEIR suggests that Alternative 
I supposedly only includes "activities on state owned land," and "the City' s of Fresno ' s General 3 
Plan is" therefore supposedly "not an ' applicable ' plan under CEQA Guidelines section I 5125, (cont) 
subdivision (d) . .. . " (PRDEIR at 5-6.) 

This assertion is factually erroneous. The PRDEIR recognizes that Alternative 1 
would create "potentially significant" traffic impacts on the Audubon Drive/Del Mar Avenue 
intersection, which is not located on property owned by the Conservancy, but rather the City of 
Fresno and several private residents. To mitigate this impact, the Conservancy concedes it 
would need to install "either a trafficsignal [sic] or other effective traffic control such as a traffic 
roundabout designed by the City" to improve access, (PRDEIR at 5-7 [ emphasis added]), and 
that the City' s cooperation would be required to install the facilities on City property. (See id. at 
5-8; see also DEIR at 5-16 ["The Conservancy shall share with the City, on a pro rata basis, the 
cost of installing either a traffic signal or other effective traffic control such as a traffic 
roundabout, designed by the City for the Audubon Drive/Del Mar Avenue intersection."].) The 
Draft EIR likewise recognizes that various other permits and agreements will be required for the 
Project and Alternative I. (Draft EIR at 3-149.) Thus, because Alternative I specifically 
contemplates improvements on City-owned property, and the City' s cooperation is required to 
install any faci lities at the Audubon Drive/Del Mar Avenue intersection, the Conservancy may 
not assert (i) that all of the activities contemplated under Alternative I will occur on "state 
owned land," or (ii) that the 2035 General Plan is not an "applicable" plan-level document 

impacts of the Project to be "less than significant," (see PRDEIR at 3-7), while the same 
document asserts there is "no impact" as to land use for Alternative I. (PRDEIR at 5-6.) 

(7507/002/00759729.DOCX) 
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"under CEQA Guidelines section 15125, subdivision (d) .... " (Cf PRDEIR at 5-6 with id. at 5-
7; DEIR at 5-16.)6 

In short, the PRDEIR's analysis of Alternative 1 is legally deficient under CEQA, 
and based on erroneous legal and factual assumptions. The Conservancy therefore may not 
legally approve Alternative 1.7 

C. The PRDEIR Impermissibly Defers Analysis, and Contains an 
Insufficient Level of Analysis Regarding the Mitigation for 
Alternative 1 

As recognized in the PRDEIR, the selection of Alternative 1 would result in 
potentially significant traffic impacts at the Del Mar Avenue/Audubon Drive intersection. The 
PRDETR finds that mitigation would be necessary to reduce this impact, and that mitigation 
would include the installation of"either a trafficsignal [sic] or other effective traffic control such 
as a traffic roundabout designed by the City .. .. " (PRDEIR at 5-7.) There is no detail or 
discussion in the PRDEIR about the configuration of the signal or roundabout; when the 
construction of the facilities would be required, or how the facilities would be funded. Rather, 
the measure simply asserts " [t]he Conservancy would negotiate a fair-share contribution to fund 
these traffic safety improvements." (PRDEIR at 5-7 .) 

3 
(cont) 

This discussion is inadequate for several reasons. First, there is no discussion in 
either the DEIR or the PRDEIR about the impact of the facilities on adjacent homes . 
Specifically, in their April 13 , 2017, letter, the Coalition provided substantial evidence, 4 
supported by expe1i opinion, that the facilities would likely create their own significant 
environmental effects. Among other things, a traffic signal and/or roundabout may (i) encroach 
upon existing residences, including driveways, back yards, and anci llary structures, (see Smith 

For similar reasons, the PDEIR may not permissibly avoid discussion of the Project's 
inconsistency with the City of Fresno's 2035 GPU Policy POSS-7-g, which provides that the 
"trail ali gnment should, at the greatest extent possible, be located along and/or near the river for 
maximum public enjoyment, view and access to the river by all users , and to allow for the best 
possible fire and public safety buffer for adjacent property owners .... " This is particularly 
relevant to Alternative 3, which contemplates a river-side alignment for the trail, and Alternative 
Sb, which presents significant opportunity to link the proposed parking lot at Palm & Nees with a 
river-side trail along existing roads. 

Most of the above concerns are equally applicable to Alternative 5 (Palm and Nees 
Access). This is because Alternative 5 contemplates access through real property over which an 
easement has been recorded that purports to require reciprocal access to the Project at Riverview 
Drive. Thus, any arguments concerning Alternative l ' s inconsistency with the 2035 General 
Plan, and the Conservancy's failure to recognize or analyze that inconsistency, are equally 

applicable to Alternative 5. 

( 7 507 /002/007 59729. DOCX} 
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Report at 6-7); (ii) create noise impacts associated with vehicles (including heavy trucks) 
accelerating and decelerating, the installation of such facilities could result in the condemnation 
of several residences; (iii) result in inconsistencies with San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan 
Policy LP2, which provides that "[n]o land shall be acquired for the Parkway by the San Joaquin 
River Conservancy by the exercise of eminent domain"; (iv) result in significant health and 
safety impacts associated with a visually-shielded intersection with motorists accelerating 
downhill on the S.R. 41 overpass; and (v) inconsistencies with the City of Fresno 's 2035 General 
Plan, including both POSS 7-g and other provisions regarding the preservation of scenic 
corridors, (2035 GPU at 4-35). Although CEQA specifically requires the discussion (and 
identification of mitigation) for potentially significant environmental effects caused by 
mitigation measures themselves, (CEQA Guidelines, § I 5126.4(a)(l)(D); Stevens v. City of 
Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986), the PRDEIR continues to be devoid of any such analysis. 

The PRDEIR also continues to impermissibly defer mitigation because Mitigation 
Measure Alt. I - Traffic- I continues to contain no detai l regarding the design and funding of the 
contemplated facility to some future date. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(I )(B).) And 
none of the exceptions that would allow the Conservancy to defer the formulation of mitigation 
exist here. (See, e.g., id. ; POET, LLC v. Air Resources Board (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 681 , 735.) 

There is also no evidence the facilities are feasible. This is a fatal defect in the 
PRDEIR because San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Policy LP2 provides that "[n]o land 
shall be acquired for the Parkway by the San Joaquin River Conservancy by the exercise of 
eminent domain ." Similarly, the City of Fresno may not approve a signal or roundabout at the 
Del Mar/Audubon intersection to facilitate access to the Eaton Trail through Riverview because 
any such action would result in an inconsistency the City' s 2035 General Plan, as explained 

above. 8 

In short, the analysis of the mitigation measure proposed for Alternative is 
insufficient, and cannot serve as a basis for the Conservancy to consider Alternative I. 

D. The PRDEIR Erroneously Concludes Alternative 4 Would Have 
Potentially Significant Environmental Effects 

4 
(cont) 

Alternative 4 is the "No Parking" alternative. The PRDEIR concludes that 
Alternative 4 would result in "potentially significant" environmental impacts due to visitors 
"creating noise and traffic congestion during peak periods while searching for parking, due to the 5 

Again, because Alternative 5 contemplates access through real property over which an 
easement has been recorded that purports to require reciprocal access to the Project at Riverview 
Drive, all of the Coalitions concerns regarding the adequacy of mitigation at Aububon/Del Mar 
are equally applicable to Alternative 5. Likewise, the PRDEIR 's discussion of Alternative 5 is 
insufficient because it does not discuss any of these issues. 
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lack of accessible parking .. . . " (PRDEIR at 5-18.) There is no substantial evidence in the 
record to support this conclusion. 

First, neither the DEIR nor the PRDEIR include any fact-based estimate of 
potential vehicular demand for the trail. Rather, the traffic analysis for Alternative 4 is 
extrapolated from the DEIR's discussion of trip generation for the "Project." The trip generation 
figures for the Project, in turn, were not based on any calculation of actual demand, but simply 
how much parking would be available at the Perrin lot, based on drawings by an architect (who 
is not a traffic consultant or qualified to give opinions regarding parking demand). Thus, any 
conclusion that there would be insufficient parking under Alternative 4 is unsupported by any 
evidence in the record. 

But even if there was evidence in the record supporting the PRDEIR's 
conclusions regarding trip generation, there is no evidence to support the conclusion that the lack 
of parking would result in potentially significant environmental effects. As an initial matter, the 
lack of parking, in itself, is not a significant environment effect. Rather, the inconvenience 
associated with not being able to find adequate parking is merely a "social impact," not an 
environmental impact for which a significant impact under CEQA may be found. (See San 
Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco (2002) 102 
Cal.4th 656, 697; accord Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subds. (b)(3), (d)(J) [adequacy of 
parking "shall not support a finding of significance," and "parking impacts ... shall not be 
considered significant effects on the environment"].) 

Nor is there any evidence in the record to suggest that any lack of parking in this 
case would result in indirect environmental effects. While the PRDEIR suggests visitors unable 
to find parking would allegedly "create noise," there are no studies in the record or attempt to 
measure noise levels to determine whether they would exceed any applicable decibel level or 
other threshold of significance. (Cf DEIR at 3-157 [referencing ambient noise levels stated in 
the City of Fresno's Noise Ordinance] .) There is likewise no evidence to suggest diminished 
parking would result in significant traffic impacts associated with visitors "searching for 
parking." Indeed, the traffic study appended to the PRDEIR includes no analysis of the 
increased traffic associated with visitors "searching for parking," and the traffic analysis 
elsewhere states Alternative 4 ' s traffic impacts would be " less than significant." (DEIR at 3-182, 
3-183.) 

In short, there is no evidence - much less substantial evidence - to suggest 
visitors unable to find parking would allegedly "create noise" or traffic impacts above the 
applicable thresholds of significance. As a result, the Conservancy cannot find Alternative 4 
would result in significant and unavoidable environmental effects. 

Ill 

Ill 

{ 7507/002/00759729.DOCX} 
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E. The Selection of Alternative 1 and 5 Would Result in a Taking, 
Causing the Conservancy to Condemn and Pay Just Compensation 
And Other Damages to Landowners Adjacent to the Del 
Mar/Audubon Intersection 

Alternatives 1 and 5 would require mitigation in the form of signalization or a 
roLmdabout at the Del Mar/Audubon intersection. As previously explained, this wou ld result in 
numerous impacts to adjacent properties, including encroaching upon several residential 
properties. 

The buyers of the properties adjacent to the Del Mar/Audubon intersection 
purchased their homes with reasonable investment-backed expectations regarding the full use of 
their properties . Alternatives 1 and 5, however, would directly interfere with these rights. If the 
Conservancy approves Alternatives I and 5 as currently planned, the adjacent property owners -
some of whom are members of the Coalition - would be entitled compensation under the takings 
clause of the United States Constitution, (see, e.g., Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council 
( 1992) 505 U.S . I 003 , 1016), and under California law. (See, e.g., City of Livermore v. Baca 
(2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 1460, 1472.) 

In short, the City cam1ot approve the Project without interfering with the 
constituti onal rights of the property owners adjacent to the Del Mar/Audubon intersection, for 
which the property owners would be entitled to "just compensation" and recovery of their 
attorneys' fees (in addition to any other applicable grounds for attorneys' fees and costs, such as 
Section 1021 .S of the Code of Civil Procedure).9 

F. Conclusion 

6 

In short, the Conservancy should reject Alternative 1 (and Alternative 5, due to I 
the reciprocal access easement). Instead, for the reasons discussed previously, the Conservancy 
should approve Alternative 5b (in combination with the trail alignment contemplated under 7 
Alternative 3). 

~erytrum:~~ 
~ i~:y / 

9 The mitigation measure proposed for Alternative 1 suggests access at Riverview Drive 
could be suspended until such time as traffic improvements at the Del Mar/Audubon intersection 
are complete. This would essentially cast a cloud over the residential properties adjacent to the 
intersection, which would effectively inversely condemn those properties, entitling the property 
owners to compensation under the United States and California Constitutions from the time the 
condition is selected, if not earli er. 

(7 "07/002/00759729 DOCX} 
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Letter 
RI-1 

Response 

John P. Kinsey (W
anger, Jones, Helsey LLP, for the San Joaquin River Access Coalition) 

Septem
ber 28, 2017 

 R
I-1-1 

This introductory com
m

ent acknow
ledges and com

m
ends the revisions m

ade in the P
artially 

R
evised D

E
IR

 but states that the E
IR

 rem
ains insufficient under C

E
Q

A
 for the C

onservancy 

to rely upon to consider approving A
lternative 1. 

The evaluation of environm
ental effects in an EIR

 is guided by the requirem
ents in Section 

15126.2(a) of the State C
E

Q
A G

uidelines: 

An EIR
 shall identify and focus on the significant environm

ental effects of the 

proposed project. …
 D

irect and indirect significant effects of the project on 

the environm
ent shall be clearly identified and described, giving due 

consideration to both the short-term
 and long-term

 effects.  

C
EQ

A requires that an EIR
 identify w

ays to avoid or lessen the identified significant im
pacts 

of a project 1 through identification of m
itigation m

easures and alternatives. If the C
onservancy 

determ
ines that a m

itigation m
easure cannot be legally im

posed, the m
easure need not be 

proposed or analyzed. Instead, the EIR
 m

ay sim
ply reference that fact and briefly explain the 

reasons underlying the determ
ination (State C

EQ
A G

uidelines, Section 15126.4[5]).  

The EIR
 m

ust include sufficient inform
ation about an alternative to allow

 m
eaningful 

evaluation, analysis and com
parison to the project under review

 by a lead agency. Section 

15126.6 of the State C
EQ

A
 G

uidelines describes the alternatives process as follow
s: 

An EIR
 shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 

the location of the project, w
hich w

ould feasibly attain m
ost of the basic 

objectives of the project but w
ould avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the project, and evaluate the com
parative m

erits of the 

alternatives. An EIR
 need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 

project. R
ather it m

ust consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

                                                      
1 

“Project” m
eans an activity w

hich m
ay cause either a direct physical change in the environm

ent, or a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environm

ent, and w
hich is any of the 

follow
ing: 

(a)  An activity directly undertaken by any public agency.  
(b)  An activity undertaken by a person w

hich is supported, in w
hole or in part, through contracts, 

grants, subsidies, loans, or other form
s of assistance from

 one or m
ore public agencies. 

(c)  An activity that involves the issuance to a person of a lease, perm
it, license, certificate, or other 

entitlem
ent for use by one or m

ore public agencies. 

I 
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alternatives that w
ill foster inform

ed decision m
aking and public participation. 

An EIR
 is not required to consider alternatives w

hich are infeasible. The lead 

agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for 

exam
ination and m

ust publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those 

alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 

alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. 

C
onsistent w

ith this direction, the D
E

IR
, as revised by the P

artially R
evised D

E
IR

 (see 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

), considered six design alternatives to the proposed project including 

variations on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicular access, and parking lot locations. The EIR

 

m
eets C

EQ
A’s analysis and disclosure obligations for all of the alternatives, including 

Alternative 1, and it is legally sufficient for the C
onservancy’s Board to exercise its discretion 

to consider approval of the proposed project or one of the alternatives. See responses to the 

m
ore detailed com

m
ents below

.  

R
I-1-2 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy’s B

oard cannot m
ake the findings necessary 

under C
E

Q
A

 to approve A
lternative 1 because the E

IR
 identifies a significant and 

unavoidable im
pact on traffic for that alternative. 

C
hapter 2, “Project D

escription,” of the D
EIR

 describes the im
pacts of the proposed project 

(see Volum
e I of this FEIR

). The proposed project w
ould not result in any significant traffic 

im
pacts (see Section 3.17, “Transportation,” in Volum

e I of this FE
IR

). The EIR
 analysis found 

that Alternative 1 w
ould result in a significant traffic im

pact at one intersection located in the 

C
ity of Fresno, and it identified a m

itigation m
easure that includes installation of a traffic signal 

or other traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (see M

itigation M
easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1). As 

show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the D

EIR
 states that a traffic signal at this intersection is 

listed on the C
ity’s priority list. H

ow
ever, because the C

ity has not com
m

itted to constructing 

these im
provem

ents, the C
onservancy cannot guarantee that these im

provem
ents w

ould be 

im
plem

ented. See response to C
om

m
ent O

-9E.  

C
onsistent w

ith Section 15126.4(5) of the State C
EQ

A
 G

uidelines, the C
onservancy 

acknow
ledges that the authority to im

plem
ent this m

itigation m
easure is outside of its control, 

and because this m
easure is not enforceable, finds the im

pact significant and unavoidable. 

The EIR
 analysis also states, how

ever, that the C
onservancy’s Board m

ay condition 

construction of this vehicle entrance, and the additional parking area accessed from
 W

est 

R
iverview

 D
rive, on the C

ity constructing and operating this traffic im
provem

ent. B
y not 

carrying out any of the project activities that could lead to the identified traffic im
pacts until the 

I 
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traffic im
provem

ent is operational, the potential for traffic im
pacts w

ould be reduced to less 

than significant.  

The com
m

enter states that the C
onservancy’s B

oard could not approve Alternative 1 because 

it could not m
ake the necessary findings described in S

ection 15043 of the State C
EQ

A 

G
uidelines because the significant and unavoidable im

pacts associated w
ith Alternative 1 

could be avoided by selecting either the proposed project or A
lternative 5B

. If the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard decided to pursue this alternative, it could require that construction of 

the additional entrance be conditioned on the C
ity installing the identified traffic im

provem
ents 

as described in the D
E

IR
, so that this im

pact w
ould be reduced to a less-than-significant level 

and no findings under S
tate C

EQ
A G

uidelines Section 15043 w
ould be required.  

It is im
portant to note, how

ever, that C
EQ

A w
ould allow

 the C
onservancy’s Board to approve 

Alternative 1 w
ithout this condition if it could m

ake the necessary findings described in 

Sections 15043, 15091, and 15093 of the State C
EQ

A
 G

uidelines. For exam
ple, the B

oard 

could find that Alternative 5B, w
hich w

ould reduce or elim
inate the A

lternative 1 traffic im
pact, 

is infeasible based on any num
ber of factors, including technical considerations and costs. 

(State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, S

ections 15091[a][1] and 15093.) Further, if the B
oard w

ere to 

pursue this option, it w
ould not be rejecting the proposed project, and w

ould not be required 

to m
ake findings to that effect, because the proposed project trail alignm

ent and parking area 

are included w
ithin A

lternative 1 (as they are for the other alternatives that considered 

additional entrances, e.g., Alternatives 5 and 5B).  

R
I-1-3 

This com
m

ent states that the E
IR

’s discussion of the consistency of A
lternative 1 w

ith C
ity of 

Fresno G
eneral P

lan policies is inaccurate and violates C
E

Q
A

, and that therefore, the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard m
ay not rely on the E

IR
 to consider approving A

lternative 1. 

The C
onservancy is not a “local agency” subject to G

overnm
ent C

ode Section 65402. See 

responses to C
om

m
ents O

-9D
 and O

-9E
 regarding applicability of local plans and regulations 

to the project. Further, contrary to the com
m

enter’s assertions, the EIR
 analysis accurately 

and consistently discusses the C
ity of Fresno G

eneral Plan policies in relation to both the 

proposed project and Alternative 1. For both, the C
ity’s policies are discussed for 

inform
ational purposes for lands ow

ned exclusively by the State of C
alifornia under the 

jurisdiction of the C
onservancy. W

here lands are ow
ned by another entity, such as the C

ity of 

Fresno, the analysis accurately identifies the applicable local policies and ordinances that 

w
ould apply if the land w

as not acquired by the C
onservancy (e.g., in Im

pact 3.11-2, w
hich 

discusses Fresno’s B
luff Preservation O

verlay D
istrict for a stairw

ay on land ow
ned by the 

C
ity of Fresno). The discussion of A

lternative 1 related to the off-site traffic im
provem

ent is 

I 
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different from
 these other discussions of aspects of the proposed project and the alternatives 

because the traffic im
provem

ent w
ould be on C

ity-ow
ned property, and w

ould rely on 

im
plem

entation by the C
ity. (See response to C

om
m

ent R
I-1-2 above.)  

The EIR
 analysis states that if the C

onservancy’s B
oard w

ere to decide to pursue this 

alternative, the entrance at this location should not be constructed until the C
ity of Fresno 

installs this traffic im
provem

ent. U
nder this option (conditional approval), if and w

hen the C
ity 

installs this traffic im
provem

ent, it w
ould do so at the C

ity’s discretion. It is reasonable to plan 

for this future traffic im
provem

ent if the C
ity’s long-term

 plans identify the intersection as 

requiring a traffic signal (see Section 3.17, “Transportation,” in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
) and the 

intersection m
eets traffic w

arrant criteria. The C
onservancy w

ould not be carrying out the 

traffic im
provem

ent, or causing the C
ity to carry out the traffic im

provem
ent. Therefore, any 

im
pacts associated w

ith the traffic im
provem

ent, including any im
pacts resulting from

 G
eneral 

Plan inconsistencies, w
ould not be a result of or a reasonably foreseeable consequence of 

Alternative 1, and w
ould not require analysis in the EIR

. (State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, Section 

15126.2[a].) C
EQ

A does not require that im
pacts of a future separate action by another 

agency be treated as an indirect effect of a project. (S
ee Friends of the E

el R
iver v. S

onom
a 

C
ounty W

ater A
gency [2003] 108 C

al.App.4th 859, 875 [EIR
 not required to analyze im

pacts 

to river caused by diversions by another agency that w
ere not authorized or caused by lead 

agency action]; E
nvironm

ental C
ouncil of S

acram
ento v. C

ity of S
acram

ento [2006] 142 

C
al.App.4th 1018, 1034 [C

EQ
A does not require speculation about im

pacts from
 potential 

projects yet to be conceived and described]; see also S
an D

iego N
avy B

roadw
ay C

om
plex 

C
oalition v. C

ity of S
an D

iego [2010] 185 C
al.App.4th 924 [EIR

 analysis m
ay be lim

ited to 

scope of discretion agency has authority to exercise].) 

R
I-1-4 

This com
m

ent states that the E
IR

 deferred analysis of im
pacts of the m

itigation m
easure 

discussed under A
lternative 1. 

The Alternative 1 traffic analysis does not defer analysis of potential im
pacts caused by a 

traffic im
provem

ent; the E
IR

 is not required to analyze the im
pacts of a future traffic signal or 

roundabout to be carried out the by C
ity of Fresno. S

ee responses to C
om

m
ents R

I-1-2 and 

R
I-1-3 above and response to C

om
m

ent O
-9Q

. The traffic signal is not incorporated as an 

enforceable m
itigation m

easure, the signal w
ill not be installed by the C

onservancy if it 

approves Alternative 1, and the EIR
 does not rely on it to feasibly reduce the traffic im

pact. 

The traffic im
provem

ent described under M
itigation M

easure Alt. 1–Traffic-1 is discussed in 

accordance w
ith Section 15126.4(5) of the State C

EQ
A

 G
uidelines. It is also discussed as 

background for the option for the C
onservancy’s Board to condition construction of this 

entrance on the C
ity installing the identified traffic im

provem
ent. 

I 
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R
I-1-5 

This com
m

ent states that the evaluation of im
pacts of A

lternative 4 is not supported by 

substantial evidence because the E
IR

 lacks any evidence regarding potential dem
and for the 

trail, and it lacks inform
ation to find there w

ould be neighborhood disruptions caused by 

visitors searching for parking.  

The significant and unavoidable im
pact identified for A

lternative 4 that is referenced by the 

com
m

enter relates to a conflict w
ith Policy R

PP
1 of the Parkw

ay M
aster P

lan. It is not related 

to im
pacts related to noise or neighborhood disruption, as asserted by this com

m
ent. This 

policy requires that the C
onservancy provide “[s]ufficient on-site parking at each recreational 

facility for the desired usage level during peak periods and to m
eet the parking 

recom
m

endations of the affected local jurisdiction.” U
nder A

lternative 4, no parking lot w
ould 

be provided to accom
m

odate visitors traveling to use the new
 trail segm

ent, w
hich is directly 

in conflict w
ith P

olicy R
P

P1, regardless of level of dem
and for the trail or parking. See Section 

5.9.16 in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
 for m

ore inform
ation. S

ee also responses to C
om

m
ents O

-9J 

and O
-9L regarding how

 trip estim
ations and parking dem

and w
ere developed for this project 

and w
hy those are supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

R
I-1-6 

This com
m

ent states that selection of A
lternatives 1 and 5 w

ould result in the “take” of land for 

a traffic im
provem

ent, w
hich requires the C

onservancy to pay com
pensation or dam

ages to 

landow
ners adjacent to the intersection of D

el M
ar A

venue and A
udubon D

rive. 

See responses to C
om

m
ents R

I-1-2 through R
I-1-5 above regarding the traffic im

provem
ent 

identified for Alternative 1, the required analysis of im
pacts associated w

ith that traffic 

im
provem

ent, and its relationship to potential action by the C
onservancy on Alternative 1. See 

also response to C
om

m
ent O

-9G
 regarding potential em

inent dom
ain associated w

ith the 

traffic im
provem

ent described under Alternative 1.  

For Alternative 5, the EIR
 analysis found less-than-significant im

pacts for all roadw
ay 

segm
ents and intersections. (See Section 5.10.17, “Transportation,” in V

olum
e I, C

hapter 5 of 

this FEIR
.) N

o traffic im
provem

ent is identified for Alternative 5, and therefore, there w
ould be 

no possible im
pacts associated w

ith a traffic m
itigation m

easure, or any potential em
inent 

dom
ain, encroachm

ent on property ow
ners’ lands, or “taking” of land from

 property ow
ners 

adjacent to that intersection. If the com
m

enter is asserting that A
lternative 5 w

ould require the 

traffic im
provem

ent at Audubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue because of the easem
ent restriction 

related to the entrance at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive, see response to C
om

m
ent I-107G

 related to 

that easem
ent issue. 

I 
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R
I-1-7 

This concluding com
m

ent states that A
lternative 1 should be rejected for the reasons detailed 

above, and that A
lternative 5 should be rejected because of the reciprocal access easem

ent 

issue. The com
m

enter recom
m

ends that the C
onservancy’s B

oard approve A
lternative 5B

. 

As explained above, and in response to other com
m

ents, the EIR
 is legally sufficient for the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard to exercise its discretion to select the proposed project or the additional 

entrances evaluated in A
lternative 1, 5, or 5B. The com

m
enter’s preference that the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard reject Alternatives 1 and 5 and approve Alternative 5B is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-2: 
Rosemary Andrew, September 27, 2017 

 

Rl-2 
Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Rosemary Andrew < rosemaryaildrew@me.c:om > 
Wednesday, September 27, 2017 5:57 AM 
Melinda Marks 

Subject: Fwd; PARTIALLY REVISED CIRCULATED DEIR 

ROSEMARY¥ 

The further a society drifts from the truth, the more it will hate those who speak it. 

Begln forwarded mess,1ge: 

From: "Andrew, Rosemary" <Rosemary.Ar1drew@va.gov> 
Date: September 27, 2017 at 05:54:43 PDT 
To: "rosema1y;1nl'.lrev,'@me com" <rosemaryandrow@me.tom> 
Subject: PARTIALLY REVISED CIRCULATED DEIR 

I would appreciate if the Conservancy could work with the City of Fresno and allowing I 
5B to be fully explored. 

• 5B has no significant and unavoidable effects, and should therefore be selected 
by the Conservancy. 

1 

should not approve an alternative with greater impacts than the project or Alt 58. 
• Alt 1 {at Riverview) will have recognized significant impacts. The Conservancy I 
• Alt 1 at Riverview contemplates a signal or roundabout to mitigate traffic 2 

A:COM 

Impacts. We need to know what this entails, and how this will affect the surrounding 
properties, because we can't tell this from the PRDEIR or the DEIR. 

The Conservancy should respect the City's 2035 General Plan update, as well 
as the land use. documents for all the other member agencies. 
We support 58 and hope that the Conservancy will select it as the primary option for 
access. 

As a resident of that area we are already impacted negatively with the traffic flow in that 
area, it takes up to 15 to minutes at peak traffic just to make a left turn from 
neighborhood onto Audubon and Is already a recipe for disaster. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Rosemary Andrew 

3 
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Letter 
RI-2 

Response 

Rosem
ary Andrew 

Septem
ber 27, 2017 

 R
I-2-1 

This com
m

ent asks that the C
onservancy w

ork w
ith the C

ity of Fresno to fully explore 

A
lternative 5B

 and that A
lternative 5B

 be selected because it has no significant and 

unavoidable effects. 

The C
onservancy w

orked w
ith the C

ity to expand the analysis of R
oute 5b, w

hich becam
e 

Alternative 5B in the Partially R
evised D

E
IR

. See Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 

Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
. The analysis concluded that, although all im

pacts 

could be reduced to less-than-significant levels, A
lternative 5B w

ould require additional 

m
itigation m

easures beyond those required for the proposed project. A
lternative 5B requires 

preparation of a postclosure land use plan and the required rem
ediation actions to address 

hum
an health and environm

ental hazards from
 the form

er Kepco Pinedale Landfill on those 

lands. It also requires added m
itigation to address the C

ity of Fresno B
luff Protection O

verlay 

D
istrict and to address the rem

oval of m
ature sycam

ore trees. Alternative 5B w
ould also 

require acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s. See 

Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. The com
m

enter’s 

preference for selection of Alternative 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project.  

R
I-2-2 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy should not approve A

lternative 1 because it has 

greater im
pacts than the proposed project or A

lternative 5B
. The com

m
enter states that the 

potential im
pacts of a traffic signal or roundabout at the D

el M
ar A

venue and A
udubon D

rive 

intersection are not apparent in the E
IR

. 

The EIR
 analysis found that Alternative 1 w

ould require m
itigation m

easures beyond those of 

the proposed project, including installation of a traffic im
provem

ent (e.g., a signal) at A
udubon 

D
rive and D

el M
ar A

venue. See responses to C
om

m
ents R

I-1-2 and R
I-1-3 regarding the 

reasons that the E
IR

 did not analyze the potential im
pacts of a traffic im

provem
ent at that 

intersection. If and w
hen the C

ity of Fresno decides to install either a traffic signal or a 

roundabout at that intersection, the C
ity w

ould conduct the required engineering design to 

determ
ine the configuration of this im

provem
ent and conduct any required environm

ental 

analysis. The C
onservancy w

ould not itself im
plem

ent this traffic im
provem

ent if it selected 

Alternative 1, and staff w
ould recom

m
end that the Board condition construction of the 

R
iverview

 D
rive entrance on the C

ity’s installation of the traffic signal.  

I 
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R
I-2-3 

This com
m

ent urges the C
onservancy to respect the policies of the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral 

P
lan and encourages adoption of A

lternative 5B
. 

The EIR
 analysis does include a full evaluation of the both the proposed project and each of 

the alternatives against policies of the G
eneral P

lan (see, e.g., Section 3.11, “Land U
se and 

Planning,” in C
hapter 3 and the Land U

se and Planning sections for each alternative in 

C
hapter 5 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
). S

ee response to C
om

m
ent R

I-1-3 for m
ore detail 

regarding the scope of that analysis.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 5B

 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-3: 
Arturo Arias, October 3, 2017 

 

A:COM 

10/03/2017 

Meli11da Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Dea,r Melinda Marks: 

RI-3 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Presno DmR. My comments focus on how access will 
be provitled to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Rnard of Directors to approve the project site with .ill three potential access 
points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Mader;i from Highway 41 

Z. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points included. By including 
all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing ;icccssible from Madera County on the Old Highway 
41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees) , people lhroughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolita11 Reg1on wrn 
have equitable access to the project site, 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Arturo Arias 

1 
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Letter 
RI-3 

Response 

Arturo Arias 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-3-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

The EIR
 analysis found that the proposed project w

ould im
prove existing public vehicular 

access to the R
iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-road parking area off Perrin 

Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities. The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 

fully analyzed three design alternatives (Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B) that could provide 

additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to provide greater equity of 

access to the benefits of the trail. The E
IR

 found that these additional entrances (as exam
ined 

in Alternatives 1, 5, and 5B
) could provide m

ore convenient vehicular access for people 

traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater environm
ental im

pacts and require 

additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be required for the proposed project. 

These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not com

pletely w
ithin the control of the 

C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and 

installation of a traffic im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  
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LETTER RI-4: 
Fernando Baca, October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Baca Saldana, Fernando@DOT <Femando.8aca.Saldana@dotca.gov> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:21 PM 
Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River EIR 
Draft EIR-San Joaquin,docx 

Attached are my comments on San Joaquin Draft EIR. 

Regards, 

Fernando Baca 

A:COM 

Rl-4 
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A:COM 

10/ 03/2017 

Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Melinda Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus on how access will 
be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential access 
points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points included. By including 
all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercross ing accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 
41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will 
have equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Fernando Baca 

1 
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Letter 
RI-4 

Response 

Fernando Baca 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-4-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  
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LETTER RI-5: 
Joyce Barserian, September 28, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Melinda, 

Joyce Barserian <jbarserian@gmail.com> 
Thursday, September 28, 2017 10:34 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Kristine Walter 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Thank you for your concerns. I'm a homeowner at The Bluff Point Homeowners Association. 

Rl-5 

Our Association has fourteen units. Units 101-110 face Riverview and the bluffs. These units have had numerous 
incidents, since the public has accessed the lakes illegally. I feel the Palm/Nees vehicular access would be beneficial for 
a location in a non residential area. I support 58 and encourage the Conservancy to select it too. 
Thank you, 
Joyce Barserian 

Sent from my iPhone 

A:COM 

1 
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Letter 
RI-5 

Response 

Joyce Barserian 
Septem

ber 28, 2017 

 R
I-5-1 

This com
m

ent encourages selection of A
lternative 5B

 because it w
ould provide public 

vehicular access to the project in a nonresidential area. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternative 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further 

response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 
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LETTER RI-6: 
Barry and Rosemarie Bauer, September 28, 2017

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Melinda, 

Barry < Barry@HerbBauerSportingGoods.com> 
Thursday, September 28, 2017 11 :25 AM 
Melinda Marks 
Partia lly Revised DEIR 
PRDEIR River West Fresno Personal Comments 9-28-17.pdf 

Attached are our comments fo r the PRDEIR. 
Barry & Rosemarie Bauer 

A:COM 

Rl-6 
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September 28, 2017 

Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno CA 93727 

Dear Ms. Melinda Marks, 

Melinda.Marks@sjrc.ca.gov 

The original River West Fresno DEIR a.nd the Partially Revised DEIR (PRDEIR) are seriously 
flawed because there is no discussion of the contents ofFrano's 2035 General Plan (GP) which 
specifically addresses a number of issues in the River West Fres.no DEIR and PRDEIR. 

River West Fresno is located within Fresno city limits. 

For the San Joaquin River Conservancy's DEIR and PRDEIR to ignore Fresno's 2035 General 
Plan, approved by the City Council and the Mayor, is reprehensible and it does not bode well for 
public acceptance of the fmal EIR and does not bode well for future cooperation between the 
Conservancy and the City. 

1 

There ill also no mention or another key document discussed in the 2035 GP - the San Joaquin I 
River Bluff and Protection ordinance. The ordinance should have been evaluated during the 
DEIR and PRDEIR processes instead of being ignored. The ordinance is the City and County plan 2 
for multi-agency responses to fire safety and public safety in River West Fresno plus general 
goidelines for public activities along the San Joaquin River. 

Our comments in support of safe and convenient public access to the Lewis S. Eaton Trial 
associated with the PRDEIR follow: 

]. We support access Altemadve SB at PalmJNees. We support the Fresno 2035 General PIiio 3 
which minimizes the impact of additional neighborhood traffic near the Audu.bon/Del Mar 
intenection and Riverview Drive, We believe the Conservancy and i.ts Board should support the 
Fresno 2035 General Plan just as the Conservancy has received support from the City and the 
County with respect to the Lewis S. Eaton TriaL 

2. We support public access to a multi-use trail "near and along the river," Alternative 3, as 
discussed in the City's GP. The multi-use trail placement should be based on providing a 
maximum fire safety and security buffer to the adjacent neighborhoods while minimizing adverse 
environmental impacts. We support the rebuilding of a riparian wildlife corridor with a saddle 4 
over the existing breach. Alternative 3 is consistent with the City's 2035 General Plan and 
rebuilding of the riparian wildlife corridor has been ignored. 
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September 28, 2017 
Melinda Marks 
Pagel 

3. In the Fresno 2035 General Plan, Riven,,iew Drive access, traffic at the Del Mar/Audubon I 
intersection and neighborhood traffic and parking were round to be unsatisfa.ctory burdens on the 
neighborhood. Alternative SB is the superior environmental solution thereby eliminating 5 
Altemative 1 from consideration. 

4. In Alternative 3, the multi-use tnil would use existing mining roads across "Disturbed 
Grassland." Very little native habitat is existing along these roads and no trees would have to be 
removed. The wildlife and habitat corridor setback po1icy in the SJR Master Plan should not be 
required when using existing mining roads as a multi-Wle trail The road from Sycsmorc Island to 
Hwy 41 on the River West Madera site is a prime example of mining roads "near and along the 
river" being used as a multi-use trail 

6 

Why is the SJR Master Plan policy for setbacks acceptable in River West Madera and not 
acceptable in River West Fresno? 

S. Alternative SB provides parking and at-grade ADA access to a multi-use trail "near and along I 
the river." Alternative SB provides kayak/canoe launch facilities in the river or in the ponds. 
Alternative SB is the ideal parking, public access and handicap access solution at Palm/Nee.~. The 7 
City supports SB access as a more desirable aJternative to accessing River West Fresno than 
Riverview Drive. 

6. Most weekends there are many trespassers illegally entering the River West Fresno property at 
Spano Park (e.g. spread fence ban), YeUow Gate Road (e.g. tom down chain link fencing), 
Riverview Drive (e.g. tom down chain link fencing) and multiple access points around the Hwy 41 
bridges and from Wildwood Park. Repairing these entry points, posting no trespassing signs and 
securing the property is the responsibility of the Conservancy. Because these inactions are 
diminishing the visuaJ character of adjacent properties, the Conservancy sboilld both analyze the 
Impacts of such increased access (and the greater potential for fire and vandalism) as to aesthetics 8 
and urban decay. There appears to be no plan to solve the current trespassing activity which 
creates a potential liability for the Conservancy and a huge fire sa.fety and public safety issue for 
the neighbors! 

How and when Is the Conservancy going to provide operations and maintenance funds to address 
these trespassing issues? 
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September 28, 2017 
Melinda Marla 
Page3 

7. Linda Foster's "Picture yourself on a walk by the river," Letters to the Editor, Fresno Bee, 
September 19, 2017, is attached. She expresses a desire to have an outdoor experience walking 
along the San Joaquin River. The City council, the SJR Access Coalition, and most members of 
the public have the same desire. Alternative 3, a multi-use trail "near sod along the river," fulfills 
that dream. Without Alternate 3 no one including Linda will be able to see the running water of 
the river from the proposed multi-use trails. The SJR Master Plan setback policy is the problem. 
It is in conflict with the City's 2035 General Plan. An exception to the SJR Master Plan "policy" 
needs to be adopted to allow Alternate 3 to be implemented and Linda's dream to be fulfilled. 

She also expres11ed a desire to have automobile access to the river bottom. Alternative SB, 
supported by the City, the SJR Access Coalition, and the public all support her desire. Alternative 
SB with its parking lot and access at Palm/Nees also fulfills that desire and easily connects to 
Alternative 3, a multi-use trail "near and along the river." 

Many clements of the DEIR and the PRDEIR appear to be flawed when the City's 2035 General 
Plan is ignored. The best San Joaquin River access solutions for Fresno are Altemative SB 
combined with Alternative 3 and NOT Alternatives 1. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Barry Bauer 

Rosemarie Bauer 
Adjacent Neighborhood Homeowners 
242 West Bluff Avenue, Fresno, CA 93711 
559-288-2115 
Barry@HerbBauerSportingGoods.com 

Attachment: "Picture yourself on a walk by the river," Letten to tb.e Editor, Fresno Bee, 
September 19,2017 

9 
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TIJBllAY SlfflUU 191011 
FtfSN(lliEL(OM 

TOTHE DITO 
Pldure roursiaff ~n 

,~He by th• t v 
My heart literally 

swelled up In my chest I 
Wu lmagiJling myself 
waUdng ill the area ·!l'lll'­
rounding the San Joaquin 
:River right hi:rc on the 
nOrt!iem edge of Fn:&011. T 
could picture th!! mean­
dering river flowing 
through the flat river bot­
tom with trees 11nd grasses 
5W11yln,g In the bl'eaze. 

I could see the egiet5 
and herollli flying over-­
head agaln&t the blua sky. 
I·couldfeel the c:old,-spar­
kliQg wat'er, strcw:ning on 
its way from the Sierra to 
tfie delta and the Plldfic 
Ocean beyond. 

My reaction that day 
was for all tlle vlslto,$ iP 
the future. Those, who will 
be fortunati, enough to 
have direct access to the 
river bottom, ri&ht here, 
close to home. 
· The- San J11aQuln RJver 

Conservancy is in negotia• 
ti.oD.8 for automobile ac• 
ce.as to the river bottom 
ttuu la easy and pradical 
for all ze,identa In the 
ftemo are.a. This ls in our 
backyards and needs to be 
e.a8f for us to enjoy. 
Please, get Involved now, 
investigate, attend meet• 
ings and write letters. · 

- Lm44 l'M'o-, Fnmw 
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Letter 
RI-6 

Response 

Barry and Rosem
arie Bauer 

Septem
ber 28, 2017 

R
I-6-1 

This com
m

ent states that the E
IR

 is flaw
ed because it failed to evaluate the policies of the 

C
ity of Fresno G

eneral P
lan. 

C
ontrary to the com

m
enter’s assertion, the EIR

 does not ignore the C
ity of Fresno’s 2035 

G
eneral P

lan. The EIR
 analysis does include an evaluation of the both the proposed project 

and each alternative against policies of the G
eneral P

lan as requested by this com
m

ent (see 

Section 3.11, “Land U
se and P

lanning,” in C
hapter 3 and the Land U

se and Planning sections 

for each alternative in C
hapter 5 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
). See response to C

om
m

ent R
I-1-3 

for m
ore detail regarding the scope of that analysis.  

R
I-6-2 

This com
m

ent states that the E
IR

 does not address the “R
iver B

luff P
rotection O

rdinance,” 

including issues related to fire and public safety. 

The Fresno C
ity ordinance referred to by the com

m
enter is the S

an Joaquin R
iver and Bluff 

Protection Initiative. The project site is w
ithin the area regulated by the ordinance. The 

ordinance prohibits open fires and nighttim
e access to the R

iver, and provides other 

protections for public health and safety. This local ordinance applies to the project site and is 

fully enforceable by police, State gam
e w

ardens, and other public safety officers. The 

proposed project operations described in the D
EIR

 (as show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
) 

conform
 to the ordinance. For exam

ple, the project does not involve cam
ping, firew

orks w
ould 

not be allow
ed, cam

pfire pits are not proposed, and hours of operation w
ould be w

ithin the 

hours allow
ed by the ordinance See Section 2.5.1 of V

olum
e I for Project O

perations, 

M
ananagem

ent and M
aintenance BM

Ps.  

R
I-6-3 

This com
m

ent supports selection of A
lternative 5B

 and encourages the C
onservancy to 

support the Fresno G
eneral P

lan, w
hich the com

m
enter believes is intended to m

inim
ize 

traffic im
pacts at the A

udubon D
rive/D

el M
ar A

venue intersection and on R
iverview

 D
rive.  

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-6-1 above. The E
IR

 does consider the C
ity of Fresno G

eneral 

Plan policies. The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of Alternative 5B is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for consideration during its deliberations 

on the project. N
o further response is required. See S

ection 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits 

of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

R
I-6-4 

This com
m

ent supports A
lternative 3, w

hich w
ould place the trail along the R

iver as 

encouraged in the C
ity G

eneral P
lan, and m

aintains that the alternative w
ould provide fire 

I 
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safety and a security buffer to the adjacent neighborhood. The com
m

ent states that 

developm
ent of A

lternative 3 could include an equalization saddle over the existing breach in 

the R
iver bank to restore the riparian w

ildlife corridor. 

The stated intent of P
olicy PO

S
S-7-g in the Fresno G

eneral P
lan is to align project trails close 

to the R
iver to the greatest extent possible. In the C

onservancy’s constraints analysis for this 

project (2011), the C
onservancy identified constraints at the project site related to flooding 

and flood regulation; natural resources conservation; and buffers from
 the R

iver, riparian 

habitat, and existing residences, am
ong others. The proposed project includes pedestrian 

trails to the R
iver bank and the m

ultiuse trail setback from
 the R

iver, designed to overcom
e 

constraints w
hile achieving trail access to the R

iver to the greatest extent possible as 

encouraged by the C
ity’s policy. The E

IR
 analysis, as show

n in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, fully 

analyzed a trail alignm
ent closer to the R

iver under Alternative 3, including potential fire-

related im
pacts. The EIR

 found that this alternative w
ould require additional m

itigation 

m
easures beyond that required for the proposed project, and that it conflicts w

ith policies of 

the Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan requiring a m

inim
um

 w
idth of 200 feet on both sides of the R

iver as 

w
ildlife m

ovem
ent corridors and the establishm

ent of a buffer of 150 feet betw
een riparian 

habitat and the planned m
ultipurpose trail.  

The EIR
 identifies that the breach in the R

iver bank w
ould require a pedestrian bridge or 

crossing to construct the trail envisioned in Alternative 3. As noted by the com
m

enter, the 

crossing could be designed as an equalization saddle, allow
ing w

ater to flow
 through 

perm
eable rock rather than through an open overcrossing. Such a design is not precluded by 

the EIR
, and the EIR

 identifies the required perm
its and approvals for such a structure. A

n 

equalization saddle crossing could provide added aquatic habitat benefits as envisioned by 

the San Joaquin R
iver R

estoration Program
. See also response to C

om
m

ent O
-9I for m

ore 

details regarding the analysis of Alternative 3.  

R
I-6-5 

This com
m

ent references the C
ity G

eneral P
lan, and states that the com

m
enter believes 

A
lternative 5B

 is the superior environm
ental solution. The com

m
enter encourages the 

C
onservancy to rem

ove A
lternative 1 from

 consideration. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis concluded that, although all im
pacts 

could be reduced to less-than-significant levels, A
lternative 5B w

ould require additional 

m
itigation m

easures beyond those required for the proposed project. A
lternative 5B w

ould 

require preparation of a postclosure land use plan and the required rem
ediation actions to 

address hum
an health and environm

ental hazards from
 the form

er Kepco Pinedale Landfill on 

those lands. This alternative w
ould also require m

itigation to address the C
ity of Fresno’s B

luff 

I 
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Protection O
verlay D

istrict and the rem
oval of m

ature sycam
ore trees. Alternative 5B w

ould 

also require acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s. 

Alternative 1 is included in the E
IR

 as another potentially feasible alternative to provide 

additional public vehicular access. N
either of these alternatives is environm

entally superior 

com
pared to the proposed project. See Table 5.12-1 in Volum

e I of this FEIR
 for a 

com
parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 5B

 and objection to Alternative 1 are 

noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for consideration during its 

deliberations on the project.  

R
I-6-6 

This com
m

ent suggests that A
lternative 3 is preferred because this alignm

ent follow
s the 

existing gravel m
ine road and disturbed grassland and does not require the rem

oval of m
ature 

trees. The com
m

ent suggests that the C
onservancy should disregard policies of the P

arkw
ay 

M
aster P

lan related to habitat corridor setbacks in this circum
stance and provides a 

com
parison to a location on R

iver W
est M

adera w
here a road on a berm

 is used as a trail. 

To m
anage the P

arkw
ay consistent w

ith the S
an Joaquin R

iver C
onservancy Act’s goals of 

natural resources protection, public education, and low
-im

pact recreation, the C
onservancy 

m
ust com

ply w
ith its ow

n goals, policies, and objectives w
ithin the Parkw

ay M
aster Plan w

hen 

siting, locating, designing, and m
anaging the trail and other Parkw

ay lands and 

im
provem

ents. H
ow

ever, the Parkw
ay M

aster Plan is program
m

atic and conceptual in nature. 

In siting the trail alignm
ents for this specific project, the C

onservancy perform
ed a constraints 

analysis, identifying constraints at the project site related to flooding, flood regulation, and 

natural resources conservation, am
ong others issues, and the Parkw

ay M
aster P

lan policies 

for buffers from
 the R

iver, riparian habitat, and existing residences.  

The proposed project includes a m
ultiuse trail w

ithin a setback area, and pedestrian trails to 

the R
iver bank, designed to overcom

e constraints w
hile achieving trail access to the R

iver. 

The EIR
 analysis fully analyzed a trail alignm

ent closer to the R
iver under A

lternative 3, and 

found that this alternative w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those required 

for the proposed project, and that it is inconsistent w
ith goals and policies of the Parkw

ay 

M
aster P

lan. See also response to C
om

m
ent R

I-6-4, above. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 3 is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for consideration during its deliberations on the project 

R
I-6-7 

This com
m

ent identifies A
lternative 5B

 as the superior environm
ental solution. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-6-5 above.  

I 
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R
I-6-8 

This com
m

ent states that trespassers illegally enter the project site from
 S

pano P
ark and 

other nearby locations and degrade the aesthetics of the area, resulting in urban decay and 

public safety issues for neighbors, and states that the C
onservancy m

ust analyze im
pacts 

associated w
ith increased public access to the R

iver. 

See Section 3.15 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for an evaluation of im
pacts on public services, 

including fire and police protection. The project alignm
ent is located w

ithin an existing 

response area, and the proposed project w
ould im

prove access to the R
iver for enforcem

ent 

agencies and em
ergency first responders. See response to C

om
m

ent O
9-S and O

9-TT for 

m
ore details regarding the EIR

 analysis of safety issues.  

U
nder current conditions, the project site is closed to the public; any current use is 

unauthorized trespass. To construct the project and open the site for public use, long-term
 

resources for operation and m
aintenance m

ust be developed, providing for active 

m
anagem

ent of the site, proper w
aste disposal, restroom

s, and other activities that 

discourage illicit activities.  

U
rban decay w

ithin the C
E

Q
A context typically refers to w

hen a new
 retail store w

ould have 

com
petitive im

pacts on existing retail stores in the area and consequently cause store 

closures and result in adverse physical environm
ental im

pacts. For exam
ple, if a project 

causes store closures, follow
ed by physical deterioration of the structures, abandoned 

buildings, boarded doors and w
indow

s, unauthorized use of properties, graffiti, dum
ping, dead 

vegetation, litter, extensive w
eed grow

th, and hom
eless encam

pm
ents, then it has caused 

urban decay. That is not the case w
ith the proposed project, w

hich is a m
ultiuse trail 

extension that w
ould not com

pete w
ith retail stores for business. 

R
I-6-9 

This com
m

ent states that A
lternative 3 w

ould fulfill the vision expressed by Linda Foster in a 

letter to the editor of the Fresno B
ee, and by others in the com

m
unity. The com

m
ent states 

that the P
arkw

ay M
aster P

lan policies requiring setbacks for the m
ultiuse trail from

 the R
iver 

w
ill interfere w

ith the envisioned experience, and that an exception to these policies should be 

m
ade to facilitate A

lternative 3. It also states that A
lternative 5B

 w
ould facilitate public 

autom
obile access to the R

iver bottom
.  

See responses to C
om

m
ents R

I-6-5 and R
I-6-6.  

  
 

I 
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LETTER RI-7: 
Thomas J. Bohigian, October 3, 2017

 
  

A:COM 

Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 East Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Melinda, 

October 3, 2017 

Enclosed are my comments on the most recently circu lated Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the River West project. 

I continue to support new public access both at Riverview Drive and the Perrin Avenue alignment. Both I 
of these options are practical and will greatly improve public access to our river, though Riverview is the 1 
one option that will be most convenient to people living on the Fresno side of the river. 

vista point, native habitat (Mature native sycamore trees below the park), while setting up unknown 2 
The newly resuscitated SB option is deeply-flawed and will do great harm to an existing city parklet and I 
issues related to the landfill area that no public entity wants to own. 

Further, the additional costs are substantial. While this last minute option was resuscitated by the City 
of Fresno, neither the city or Fresno County has agreed to provide one cent of funding to develop this 
option, if it were somehow found to be viable. All the burden will fall on the Conservancy. 

The process for implementing access to River West has gone on for about a decade. It is unfortunate 
that elected officials did not proactively do anything to address implementation issues that have existed 
all along. Only now throwing up an unviable option, all while waving the possibility of legal challenges 
that may or may not occur. 

It is the charge of the Conservancy to implement rea l public access from existing public rights of ways 
that are not encumbered by toxic/landfill issues (SB), and that would also destroy a public park and 
native trees that are roosting/nesting sites for many raptors and other native wildlife. Ignoring these 
issues and the fact that no one wants to own the property below is unacceptable. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Bohigian 
4817 North Harrison Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93704 

3 
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Letter 
RI-7 

Response 

Thom
as J. Bohigian 

October 3, 2017 

 R
I-7-1 

This com
m

ent supports access at both R
iverview

 D
rive and P

errin A
venue (i.e., 

A
lternative 1). 

The com
m

enter’s alignm
ent preferences are noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for consideration during its deliberations on the project. N
o further 

response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 

R
I-7-2 

This com
m

ent states that A
lternative 5B

 is flaw
ed, as it w

ould dim
inish existing parkland, 

im
pact native habitat, and introduce new

 issues related to a public agency acquiring a past 

landfill. 

The Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully exam

ined the environm
ental im

pacts of Alternative 5B on 

aesthetics, recreation related to the reduction of Spano Park, habitat (biological resources) 

related to rem
oval of sycam

ore trees, and hazards related to the landfill areas. S
ee S

ection 

5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth Palm

 Avenue Access,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The EIR
 analysis 

found that A
lternative 5B w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict; plant trees to replace the sycam

ore trees rem
oved; and address the potential for 

exposure of persons to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith operation of a form
er landfill.  

R
I-7-3 

This com
m

ent states that the costs for A
lternative 5B

 are substantial and expresses 

frustration at the delays in im
plem

enting the project, a P
arkw

ay im
provem

ent that has been 

under consideration for the past decade. 

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, 

no further response is required. S
ee Section 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 

R
I-7-4 

This com
m

ent states that it is the charge of the C
onservancy to im

plem
ent access from

 

existing public rights-of-w
ay that avoids im

pacts from
 landfill hazards, im

pacts on an existing 

public park, and rem
oval of m

ature trees serving as potential nesting sites, and that it is 

unacceptable to ignore these issues.  

I 
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See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-7-2 above. The E
IR

 fully evaluated these issues, and they w
ere 

not ignored. The C
onservancy’s Board w

ill consider the inform
ation in the EIR

 to inform
 its 

decision to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives. 
 

I 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

 Page 41 

LETTER RI-8: 
Jeffrey M. Reid (McCormick, Barstow, Sheppard, Wayte & Carruth LLP, representing Cliff 
Tutelian and Tutelian & Co.), September 12, 2017

McCORMICK 
BARSTOW LLP 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
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A:COM 

September 12. 2017 

Emqll to Melinda.Mllfks@slrc.ca.go11 

Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive 
Fresno CA 93727 

Re: PARTIALLY REVISED DRAFf ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE SAN JOAQUIN RIVER CONSERVANCY 
RIVER WEST FRESNO EATON TRAIL EXTENSION PROJECT 
State Clearing Houe # 2014061017 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

This letter is issued on behalf of my clients CliffTutelian and Tutelian & Co., Inc., who 
own interests in properties near the proposed San Joaquin River Conservancy River West 
Fresno Eaton Trail Extension Project (the "Project"). 

This is a comment letter concerning the Partially Revised Draft Environmental 
Impact Report ("RDEIR") for the Project. Please ensure this letter and its enclosures 
are included in the Record of Proceedings regarding the consideration of the Project 
by the San Joaquin River Conservancy (the "Conservancy"). This letter is a 
supplement to the Comment Letter I provided regarding the Project and the initial 
Draft ElR ("DEIR") on April 13, 2017. 

1. Tbe Conservancy Is Not Exempt From Local Govemment Regulation or 
Land Use Plans. 

The RDEIR, at Section 3.11, p. 3-2. states that the Conservancy is not subject 
to local government planning and regulation. Similar statements regarding the 
Conservancy's supposed exemption from local government land use planning are 
stated at Section 3.11, p. 3-6 and Section S.6.11 at page 5-6. 

Toe statement at page 3-2 suggests that the Conservancy believes it is exempt 
from all aspects of local govcmment regulation. However, that is not a correct 
statement of the law. Government Code Sections 53090 and 53091 confirm that state 
agencies {such as the Conservancy) that exist for the local performance of 
governmental or proprietary functions, are obligated to comply with all applicable 1 
building and zoning ordinances of the county or city in which the territory of the local 
agency is situated. { City of Malibu v. &mla Monica Mountains Conservancy (2002) 
98 Cal.App.4th 1379, 1383.) 

In addition, the RDEIR's assertion that the Conservancy is exempt from local 
government land use regulations (i.e. General Plan documents) is also inaccurate. 
The San Joaquin Conservancy Act, at Public Resources Code Section 32514, 
specifically provides that "all zoning or land use regulations shall remain the 
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Melinda Marks. Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
September 12, 20 I 7 
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exclusive authority of the member agencies." If tl1e Conservancy could simply 
disregard the land use policies ofits member agencies, this legislative provision 
would prove to be illusory. The Conservancy and its project must conform to local 
land use regulations because Public Resowces Code Section 32514 waives any 
immwfity or exemption that the Conservancy might otherwise have to ignore such 
local land use standards. ( Ci/y of Malibu 11. Sa11/t1 Monica Mmmloins Conservancy, 
supra, 98 Cal.App.4th at 1384 • 13863.) 

The Chy of Fresno's General Plan is lherefore an "applicable" plan under 
CEQA Guidelines Section I 5125(d), despite the RDEIR's repeated assertions to the 
contrary. 

2. Traffic Study Lacks Proper Evaluation Methods. 

The RDEIR includes, io Section 3.17, a discussion of a supplemental traffic 
study to show tha1 the Project's lraffic w111 have less than significant .impacts. The 
problem is that the Traffic Study that this determination is based upon applies a 
unique and inappropriate approach to itS- traffic general ion assumptionS". 

The City of Fresno Traffic Impact Study Guidelines incorporate approved 
methods foT determining the traffic counts associated with a project that are to bnsed 
upon a projects intended uses. 1 (See Section? - Trip Generation.) The City's 
Guidelines confirm that lhe rnstitute of Transportation Engineers OTE) Trip 

1 
(cont) 

Generation manual, and the trip generation factors it applies, should be the source for 
assumed trip generation ofa project's uses. For City, County and Regional park.s, the 2 
ITE Manunl relies upon lhe acreages of the relevant site 11s the relevant factor for trip 
generation.2 

The Supplemental Traffic Report ignores the City of Fresno's Guidelines, and 
the ITE Manual's relevant trip generation factors e.nd s1andards of analysis. The 
Supplemental Traffic Report treats the Project solely as a "walking trail'' and on that 
basis determines no relevant JTE Trip Generation factors are avaiJable. Instead, ii 
relies upon the number of parking spaces in the intended parking lot as the relevant 
trip generation factor. (RDEIR Appendix EE, p. 3.) This approach, to assume that 
the intended parking lot is the use factor reJev;int to traflic demands, violates all 
standard principles of traffic impact analysis. The Supplemental Parking Study (and 
its precursor) cite to no other circumstance where the extent of available parking is 
assumed. to be the bnsis for trip generation. 

1 The Traffic Impact Guidelines are available at l11y!s:/lwww.fresno.1.tovh1ubllcworks/wp­
con ent/uplo11ds/site!;/l 7/1016/<l?rf raffichnpactStudyGuidel 1nesCityofFresunOctober:!.O I. 
,mlf. 
2 Relevant Pages ol'lhe ITE Trip Generation Manual are enclosed with this letter. 
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It is unreasonable to support the circular reasoning that the parking demands 
created by a Project's facilities will be limited by the parking facilities developed on 
the Project's site, and that the Project will therefore create no impact arising from 
insufficient parking facilities. This curious analytic approach also results in an 
ineffective analysis of the impact of traffic at the study intersections and street 
segments. 

The inappropriate traffic generation factors incorporated into the DEIR and 
RDEIR causes both documents to fail to adequately address the blighting influences 
of the Project that will arise from the lack of sufficient parking developed for the 
intended Project (including parking needed to support for the actual uses to be 
conducted within the environs of the Project). The relevant blighting influences this 
circumstance will cause are detailed in Section 6 ofmy prior Comment Letter, which 
is incorporated by this reference. 

This circumstance highlights a fundamental underlying problem with the 
DEIR and RDEIR. The relevant Project is not sufficiently described to permit 
effective evaluation of the visitor activities and relevant traffic and parking demands 
that the programs to be conducted on the Conservancy lands will generate. As a 
result, the Traffic Studies assumes the project is a mere walking trail. However, the 
Project description acknowledges that the Conservancy's plans include bikeways, 
equestrian areas, and facilities for boating and fishing, in addition to "other" 
educational and recreational uses. Unfortunately, the DEIR and RDEIR provide no 
description about the facilities that will be developed to support such activities 
beyond a trail, .restrooms, and parking. They also provide no description concerning 
the programs that will be conducted within the Project environs. The DEIR and 
RDEIR provide an analysis of infrastructure that is necessary to facilitate certain uses 
on the site. But they fail to adequately evaluate the impact of such uses beyond 
evaluating the impact of the development of the intended infrastructure. As a result, 
the DEIR and RDEIR impennissibly ignore (and wtderestimate) the blighting 
influences caused by the inadequacy of parking capacity. They also fail to analyze 
and address the need for public safety and public property protections that will arise 
from the gen.eration of public use and activity on Conservancy lands. 

3. The RDEIR Includes Incorrect Statements About the Regulatory 
Framework Governing Environmental Jumce Considentions. 

My prior Comment Letter detailed why Environmental Justice concerns are 
not environmental impacts. That conclusion is based on the fact that CEQA is en 
analysis of environmental impacts, not broader goals of improving health and safety 
of human beings. This has been confirmed by the California Supreme Court in 
California Bid. Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Qua/fly Management District (2015) 
62 Cal.App.41h 369, 386-387. The DEIR's misapplications of Environmental Justice 
concerns cause the document to violate CEQA's informational requirements. It is 
also used to incorporate revisions to the Project Description, which creates a 

2 
(cont) 

3 

4 
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misleading analysis of Project impacts. Edits made by the RDEIR do not remedy 
those defects. 

The RDEIR cites statements in the California Attorney General's Fact Sheet 
titled "Environmental Justice at the Local and Regional Level - Legal Backgroundtt, 
which was last updated July 10, 2012 (the "Fact SheetH). Statements in the Fact Sh 
~ing the consideration of the environmental impact of a project on human 
beings, which are quoted by the RDEIR at page 4-2, are inconsistent with the 
California Supreme Court decision cited above. To be fair to the Attorney General's 
Office, the Fact Sheet was issued several years before the above ciled Supreme Court 
decision. However, that does not excuse the RDEIR's use of incorrect statements of 
law in its discussion of the Regulatory Framework that governs how CEQA should 
address Environmental Justice factors. 

The Fact Sheet confimis that Environmental Justice concerns may be 
consistent with an EIR's evaluation of whether a project's environmental impact 
affects sensitive receptors to pollution. It also references the role of social and 
economic impacts under CEQA and how those must be tied 10 environmental 
impacts. It further references the obligation ofan EIR to evaluate Allematives and 
consider Mitigations to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental 
impacts. All of these are proper descriptions of CEQA standards. 

However, this RDEIR misapplies CEQA in its treatment of Environmental 
Justice considerations by continuing the DEIR's use of Environmental Justice 
considerations that are disconnected from an environmental impact of the Project.. 
That approach is not endorsed by the Fact Sheet. That misapplication results in the 
DEIR's inclusion of Alternative S to address Environmental Justice considerations, 
even though the DEIR confirms that there is no category of environmental impacts 
that Alternative 5 will avoid or substantially lessen. Alternative S actually causes 
greater impacts on hazards and hazardous materials than the envisioned Project. The 
RDEIR's addition of quotes from the Fact Sheet does not remedy this violation of 
CEQA, because ii misapplies the lawful standards that the Fact Sheet describes. 

The RDEIR incorrectly asserts that CEQA provides agencies wide latitude to 
consider social and economic consequences of a project "in whatever manner the 
agency deems apPropriate", and cites CEQA Guidelines Section 1 S 131 as support for 
this claim. (RDEIR at page 4-4). CEQA Guidelines Section IS 131 actually says that 
"Economic or social lnfonnation may be included in an EIR or may be prcs,nted in 
whatey,c form the agency desires". (emphasis added). Presentation of information is 
not the same as consideration and evaluation of impacts. Section 15131 actually 
expressly limits the manner in which the agency may consider the economic and 
social consequences of a project, by confimiing that such effects shall not be treated 
as significant effects on the environment. The RDEIR's misstatement of the CEQA 
standards is a further misguided attempt by the RDEIR to support the DEIR's 

4 
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Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
September 12, 2017 
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misapplication of Environmental Justice matters to manufacture a legally unsupport 
justification for including Alternative 5 into the DEIR. 

The RDEIR further misstates (and makes up) relevant regulatory standards in 
its discussion of the standards for an Alternatives Analysis, in Section 5.2 of the 
RDEIR at page S-2. The RDEIR states: "The following are key provisions of the 
State ofCEQA Guidelines (Section 1S126.6)". It then includes several bulleted 
items, the last of which is the following: 

"Although the focus of the alternatives analysis should be on 
alternatives that reduce or avoid environmental impacts, an EIR may 
also present alternatives that provide greater project benefits at 
increased environmental cost. which helps highlight the public trade­
offs in consideration of the project and alternatives to it." 

The above language is presented in the RDElR as a provision ofCEQA 
Guidelines, though it is not This language is not included in CEQA Guidelines 
Section IS 126.6, or any other CEQA Guidelines, CEQA Statutes, or CEQA 
decisional case law. This language was not previously included in Section 5.Z-ofthe 
DEIR. It was inserted into Section 5.2 of the RDEIR on the claim that it was revising 
Section 5.2 for "context and readability". (RDEIR at Page S-1) Instead. this revision 
inserts an entirely made up precept of law that has as its purpose a further effort to 
defend the DEIR's misapplication of Environmental Justice matters in an attempt to 
justify including Alternative S into the DEIR. 

Portions of the RDEIR do correctly apply CEQA standards when dctcnnining 
whether any Environmental Justice considerations would justify the incorporation of 
mitigations or the consideration of alternatives to lessen or avoid relevant 
environmental impacts. Specifically, Section 4-4 confirms that the project docs fil!! 
have lhe·potential to result in disproportionately high adverse environmental effect on 
disadvantaged communities. This analysis and conclusion highlights the 
inappropriateness of including Alternative 5 in the DEIR. 

Alternative 5 does not lessen or avoid any environmental impact of the 
Project. This includes environmental impacts that may be associated with 
Environmental Justice factors. Alternative S's inclusion in the Alternatives Analysis 
is therefore entirely inappropriate, and is simply used as a device to incorporate an 
"add alternate" that effectively amends and supplants the Project Description. in 
violation of CEQA. The legally inaccurate statements regarding the regulatory 
framework for Environmental Justice factors and Alternative Analysis in the RDEIR 
also violate CEQA's informational standards applicable to the RDEIR. 

4 
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4. The EIR Requires Reyisiops to Ayyre a Proper Project Description and 
Appropriate Public Information Disclosures. Which Impose a Duty to Further 
Revise and Recirculate a Further Revised DEIR for Farther Public Review. 

As detailed above, the RDEIR violates impor1ant CEQA standards, Addressing those 
requirements will involve substantial revisions to the RDEIR document. Public 
Resources Code Section 21092.1 provides that when a lead agency adds "significant 
new information" to an EIR after completion of consultation with other qencies and 
the public but before certifying the EIR. the lead agency must pursue an additional 
round of consultation." ( Vineyard Area Cflizens for Responsible Growth v. City of 
Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, at p. 447). New information is "significant" 
where "the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect." (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4111 1112, at p. 
1129; accord. CEQA Guidelines Section 150&8.S(a)). It is clear that the revisions 
required to the RDEIR will involve disclosure of significant new information that will 
require recirculation for further public review and comment 

In conducting the required revisions and recirculation, the Conservancy should set 
forth a Project Description that incorporates a properly detailed description of the 5 
programs and activities that will be conducted on the Conservancy lands. A project 
description that omits these details results in an E[R that evaluates only the impacts o 
installing a few elements of infrastructure. It thereby fails to evaluate the 
environmental impacts resulting from the conduct of the public that will be drawn to 
the site as a result of the infrastructure and the expanded public access that the stated 
Project invites, but docs not limit or otherwise manage. 

The lack of a proper project description denies the City the opportunity to have 
appropriate analysis of the traffic and parking demands n:sulting ftom the Project's 
uses. It also denies the City the opportunity to evaluate the public safety resources 
that must be committed to assure both safety of the users, and protection of adjacent 
private property. Without the evaluation and commitment of those needed resources 
the Conservancy risks violating Public Resources Code Section 32511, which 
requires the Conservancy to close 10 the public any lands or facilities that it is not abl 
to maintain for public health and wildlife protection, or to adequately protect the 
rights of adjacent owners from the public. A properly stated Project Description 
would also incorporate a reference to Public Resources Code Section 32511 as a 
relevant regulatory framework within which the Project and its impacts should be 
evaluated. 
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Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
September 12, 20 I 7 
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We look forward to the opportUJ1ity to comment on further recirculated RDEIR 
materials. 

Mr, ClifTord It Tu1clion 
San Joa~uin Rim Cons,n-.ncy fl001d Memhcn. 
Mr, Michael Crow. fuq,, Ol:pu\y llllomey 0,1111:,ul 

l:nc. E••"<rplS or ITE Trip Ocncr11ion MMu:11, 
l.:ind Use C•te~orics ~ I \. 412 and ~ 17 

Sincerely, 
McCORMICK, BARSTOW, SHEPPARD, 

WA YTE & CARRUTH LLP ) 

1/lr-l-/ G-yM,R,id 
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Letter 
RI-8 

Response 

Jeffrey M. Reid (McCorm
ick, Barstow, Sheppard, W

ayte & Carruth LLP, representing Cliff 
Tutelian and Tutelian & Co.) 
Septem

ber 12, 2017 
 R

I-8-1 
This com

m
ent states that the E

IR
 is incorrect in stating that C

onservancy-ow
ned (i.e., S

tate-

ow
ned) lands are not subject to local land use regulation, including the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral 

P
lan.  

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 accurately and consistently discusses the C
ity 

G
eneral P

lan policies in relation to both the proposed project and all alternatives exam
ined. 

For both, the C
ity’s policies are discussed for inform

ational purposes only in relation to lands 

ow
ned exclusively by the C

onservancy. W
here lands are ow

ned by another entity, such as 

the C
ity of Fresno, the EIR

 accurately identifies the applicable local policies and ordinances 

that w
ould apply if the land w

as not acquired by the C
onservancy (e.g., in Im

pact 3.11-2, 

w
hich discusses Fresno’s Bluff Preservation O

verlay D
istrict for a stairw

ay on land ow
ned by 

the C
ity of Fresno). S

ee responses to C
om

m
ents O

-9D
 and O

-9E regarding the applicability 

of local plans and regulations to the project.  

B
y longstanding rule, the State, w

hich has sovereign im
m

unity, is not subject to local land use 

regulation or building and perm
itting requirem

ents on its property absent constitutional or 

legislative consent. (See H
all v. C

ity of Taft [1956] 47 C
al.2d 177, 183; B

am
e v. C

ity of D
el 

M
ar [2001] 86 C

al.A
pp.4th 1346, 1358; see also C

ity of M
alibu v. S

anta M
onica M

ountains 

C
onservancy [2002] 98 C

al.App.4th 1379, 1383.) C
ontrary to the com

m
enter’s assertions, the 

C
onservancy is not subject to local regulation under G

overnm
ent C

ode Sections 53090 and 

53091 because the C
onservancy’s enabling statute does not include an express w

aiver of 

im
m

unity. C
alifornia P

ublic R
esources C

ode S
ection 32514, w

hich states that “All zoning and 

land use regulation shall rem
ain the exclusive authority of the m

em
ber agencies,” is not a 

w
aiver of the State’s im

m
unity. That section w

as included in the San Joaquin R
iver 

C
onservancy Act to m

ake it clear that the C
onservancy does not have land use authority over 

private developm
ent in the C

onservancy’s jurisdictional planning area (the floodplain and 

R
iver area from

 Friant D
am

 to S
R

 99 w
ithin w

hich the C
onservancy m

ay plan, acquire, and 

develop the Parkw
ay), and that local governm

ent retains prim
acy over local land use on 

private property in the Parkw
ay planning area.  

R
I-8-2 

This com
m

ent states that the traffic study in the E
IR

 lacks a proper evaluation m
ethod, w

hich 

led to inadequate analysis of blighting influences of the project. The com
m

ent suggests that 

traffic generation rates should be based on standards for city, county, and regional parks.  

I 
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The proposed trail project is not a city, county, or regional park as the com
m

enter asserts, 

and therefore, the trip generation factors identified by the com
m

enter are not applicable to this 

project. The proposed project w
ould provide an extension of the existing Lew

is S. Eaton Trail 

and supporting recreational am
enities w

ith a low
 im

pact on natural resources. Activities to be 

supported at the project site are on-trail hiking, biking, jogging, and horseback riding; nature 

observation; and fishing. The proposed project does not include typical public park 

im
provem

ents (e.g., turf, sports fields, large picnic shelters, group event sites, playgrounds, 

trailered boat launches) or m
ore intensive activities (e.g., accom

m
odations for group 

gatherings, tournam
ents, holiday events, equestrian rentals).  

W
ith regard to potential blight issues, see response to C

om
m

ent I-107-N
.  

The C
ity of Fresno w

orked closely w
ith the C

onservancy in developing the assum
ptions and 

data used to evaluate traffic-related im
pacts. In a com

m
ent letter dated O

ctober 3, 2017 (see 

com
m

ent letter R
L-2), the C

ity requested an evaluation of traffic-related im
pacts using actual 

trail use data it had developed to com
pare against the evaluation found in the supplem

ental 

traffic study. The C
ity provided the C

onservancy w
ith pedestrian/bicycle counts that w

ere 

taken along the existing E
aton Trail near Fort W

ashington R
oad during the w

eek of July 31, 

2017. The counts identified an average of 76 trail users during the a.m
. peak hour on a typical 

w
eekday. W

eekend use during this sam
e tim

e of day w
as 128 users.  

U
sing the w

orst-case traffic scenario of the w
eekday m

orning peak hour and assum
ing all 

single-occupant vehicles, the trip rates w
ould be 50 vehicles entering and 15 vehicles exiting 

the project alignm
ent. Based on these assum

ptions, the operating condition of local 

intersections in the year 2025 w
as evaluated as illustrated below

. As show
n, operation using 

actual counts w
ould not m

aterially alter the conclusions of the supplem
ental traffic report, and 

the analysis in the EIR
 (as presented in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

) rem
ains valid.  

I 
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Table 5 
Intersection Level-of-Service (LOS) Summary 

# Intersection Location 

Co
nt

ro
l Existing (Year 2017)  

Condition 
Existing Plus  

Project Condition 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
? 

     
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour      Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS      1 Palm Ave (NS) / Nees Ave (EW) TS 29.8 C 31.1 C 29.8 C 31.1 C No      2 Del Mar Ave (NS) / Audubon Dr (EW) SC 20.2 C 28.0 D 20.2 C 28.0 D No                                   

# Intersection Location 

Co
nt

ro
l Year 2025 Base Condition Year 2025 Plus Project Condition 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
? 

     AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour      Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS      1 Palm Ave (NS) / Nees Ave (EW) TS 59.0 E 67.8 E 59.0 E 67.8 E No      2 Del Mar Ave (NS) / Audubon Dr (EW) SC 33.3 D 65.3 F 33.3 D 65.3 F No                                   

# Intersection Location 

Co
nt

ro
l Year 2025 Base Condition Year 2025 Plus 

Project Alt 1 Condition 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
? Year 2025 Plus Project Alt 1 

with Proposed Mitigation 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
? 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 Palm Ave (NS) / Nees Ave (EW) TS 59.0 E 67.8 E 59.0 E 67.8 E No - - - - - 
2 Del Mar Ave (NS) / Audubon Dr (EW) SC 33.3 D 65.3 F 39.8 E 89.2 F Yes 11.8 B 13.5 B No 
                                  

# Intersection Location 

Co
nt

ro
l Year 2025 Base Condition Year 2025 Plus 

Project Alt 5 Condition 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
?  

 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour   
Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS     

1 Palm Ave (NS) / Nees Ave (EW) TS 59.0 E 67.8 E 56.2 E 65.4 E No      
2 Del Mar Ave (NS) / Audubon Dr (EW) SC 33.3 D 65.3 F 33.8 D 66.4 F No      

# Intersection Location 

Co
nt

ro
l Year 2025 Base Condition Year 2025 Plus  

Project Alt 5B Condition 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

Im
pa

ct
?  

 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour   
Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS     

1 Palm Ave (NS) / Nees Ave (EW) TS 59.0 E 67.8 E 58.5 E 67.3 E No      
2 Del Mar Ave (NS) / Audubon Dr (EW) SC 33.3 D 65.3 F 34.0 D 66.4 F No      

A:COM 
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R
I-8-3 

The com
m

ent states the E
IR

 lacks a com
plete description of the project to allow

 full 

evaluation, particularly related to public safety and public property protections.  

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 provides a com
plete and accurate description of the project as 

proposed. As noted in Section 15124 of the State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, “The description of the 

project…
.should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review

 of 

the environm
ental im

pact.”  

See C
hapter 2, “Project D

escription,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. Figures 2-1 through 2-4 depict 

the location and characteristics of the project w
hile Section 2.2 outlines project objectives. As 

noted therein, the project represents the extension of a m
ultiuse trail that w

ould provide R
iver 

access for pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists. Ancillary facilities including a restroom
, a 

parking lot, picnic tables, inform
ational signage, and fencing are also planned as part of the 

trail. N
o facilities for trailered boat launching are to be provided. N

o equestrian facilities are to 

be provided, other than the m
ultiuse trail and space for trailer parking. The project’s 

im
provem

ents, as described in the EIR
, w

ould allow
 use by the general public during 

operating hours, including use by outdoor education and stew
ardship program

s (such as 

guided nature w
alks, cleanups, and tree plantings). Perm

its and approvals required to 

im
plem

ent the project are identified in Table 2.9-1, “A
pplicable Perm

its and R
egulatory 

R
equirem

ents,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
.  

For inform
ation regarding im

pacts on public services, see Section 3.15, “Public S
ervices,” in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

. 

It is unclear from
 this com

m
ent how

 the project w
ould create blight as suggested. Adequate 

parking is provided to accom
m

odate the users and this com
m

ent does not provide inform
ation 

or analysis to the contrary. O
pinion that is not supported by factual evidence does not require 

a response. S
ee also response to C

om
m

ent R
I-8-2 above and response to C

om
m

ent I-107- 

Q
.  

R
I-8-4 

The com
m

ent states that the E
IR

 incorrectly discusses environm
ental justice issues w

ithin the 

governing regulatory fram
ew

ork.  

See Section 4.2, “Environm
ental Justice C

onsiderations,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. Because 

C
EQ

A centers on w
hether a project m

ay have a significant effect on the physical 

environm
ent, the D

EIR
, as revised by the Partially R

evised D
EIR

 (see FEIR
 V

olum
e I), 

clarifies and distinguishes betw
een disproportionately high and adverse environm

ental effects 

on disadvantaged com
m

unities (w
hich are the subject of C

EQ
A) and potential socioeconom

ic 

effects (w
hich are not considered significant effects on the environm

ent under C
E

Q
A).  

I 
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The analysis conducted in Section 4.2 exam
ines the potential for both socioeconom

ic effects 

and the potential for the project to create disproportionately high and adverse environm
ental 

effects. That section clarifies that it first exam
ines the potential for disproportionate and 

adverse environm
ental effects, such as a disproportionate air quality or noise im

pacts (e.g., 

physical im
pacts of the project), w

hich is a C
EQ

A
 consideration. That section then exam

ines 

the potential for disproportionate levels of benefits of the project, w
hich is a socioeconom

ic 

consideration, and not a C
EQ

A issue.  

As noted by the com
m

enter, Section 15131 of the State C
EQ

A G
uidelines states that 

econom
ic and social inform

ation m
ay be included in an EIR

. The EIR
 finds that the proposed 

project and each alternative w
ould not result in any disproportionately high and adverse 

environm
ental im

pacts (C
EQ

A effects) on disadvantaged com
m

unities. The proposed project 

and alternatives w
ould provide different levels of access to the benefits of the project. This 

analysis is not contrary to the scope of C
EQ

A analysis required in an EIR
 noted by the 

com
m

enter.  

The C
onservancy has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including 

econom
ic, environm

ental, and social factors, w
hen considering approving the project or one 

of the alternatives. The C
onservancy believes that the EIR

 provides a reasonable range of 

alternatives sufficient to allow
 for a reasoned choice. It is not clear from

 this com
m

ent how
 

consideration of A
lternative 5 hinders this process. 

R
I-8-5 

The com
m

ent states that the E
IR

 m
ust be revised to assure a proper project description and 

appropriate disclosure of inform
ation, and m

ust then be recirculated for public review
.  

The C
onservancy staff finds that this letter does not introduce any new

 inform
ation triggering 

the requirem
ent to revise and recirculate the EIR

 as outlined in State C
EQ

A G
uidelines 

Section 15088.5. A
ll changes m

ade to Volum
e I of this FEIR

 are m
inor corrections or 

clarifications that do not alter the conclusions found in the docum
ent. 

The description of the proposed project accurately describes the activities and im
provem

ents 

planned by the C
onservancy in sufficient detail to fully disclose the environm

ental im
pacts. 

See Section 2.5.1, “Project M
anagem

ent,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for the description of 

Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan policies related to long-term

 m
anagem

ent and m
aintenance of the trail. 

The C
onservancy m

ust secure long-term
 resources to ensure operation and m

aintenance of 

the trail system
 before developing the project. Also see response to com

m
ent I-107O

. 

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-9: 
Christopher A. Brown, October 2, 2017
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October 2, 201 7 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Melinda S. Marks 
Executive Director 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 East Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

File No. 99999-00037 4 

Re: Support for Palm and Nees Access, River West Fresno 

Dear Ms. Marks and members of the San Joaquin River Conservancy 
Board: 

I write this letter as an individual, a strong advocate of the San 
Joaquin River Parkway habitat and recreational corridor, an owner of 
the Dowling Aaron Inc. law firm whose principal office sits directly 
above Spano Park off of Nees and Palm Avenue, and a citizen for 
good planning. I support wholeheartedly the position taken in the 
communications made by the San Joaquin River Parkway and 
Conservation Trust, Inc. 

The best course to take for the benefit of the public and the 
environment is to include public river access for vehicles and parking 
at Palm and Nees (the proposed Alternative 5) and at Riverview Drive 
(existing Alternative 1) as part of the River West Fresno Project. The 
beauty of the foregoing is that not only would it provide access and 
parking at Riverview Drive (Alternative 1 ), but access and parking at 
Palm and Nees (Alternative Sa) . However, the Conservancy chose not 
to take that approach, which would more than double the benefits to 
the public. Thus, In order to accomplish the same now, the 
Conservancy should move forward with all three access points - the 
proposed project (Perrin Ave undercrossing accessible from Madera 
County on Old Highway 41 ), Alternative 1 at Riverview Drive, and 
Alternative 5 at Palm and Nees . 

As you all know, the terms of the two public access easements 
for the old gravel haul road that the City of Fresno negotiated in 2006 
each have the following section in it, "This easement will be available 2 
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A:COM 

Melinda S. Marks 
October 2, 20 l 7 
Page2 

for public use only for so long as and such times as the Riverview Drive entrance is open 
for public access under not less than the same terms and conditions as outlined herein." 
As, for the public benefit, the City of Fresno has already preserved and created the 
ability of the Conservancy to have two legal access points (i.e., Palm and Nees 
Avenues and Riverview Drive). If you look at the cost and the public benefit of this 
combined choice compared to other alternatives (some of which are impractical from 
a legal, engineering and cost position, which makes them impractical and unlikely to 
succeed), the choice is clear. 

I implore the Conservancy to look at the science, the practicability, the legal 
ability, and the environmental concerns. If you truly do, the alternative is clearly as 
proposed in this letter and in past communications from the Parkway Trust. 

In conclusion, I strongly urge you to consider strongly all three access points - the 
proposed project (Perrin Ave undercrossing accessible from Madera County on Old 
Highway 41). Alternative l at Riverview Drive, and Alternative 5 at Palm, and 
respectfully request the Conservancy take such course in moving forward with the 
Project. 

Very truly yours, 

°?'UNGAV:t~ 
( hrm opher A. Brown 

CAB:vjw 
cc: The Honorable Andreas Borgeas, Chairman 

099999-000374-02278902.DOCX-l 

2 
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Letter 
RI-9 

Response 

Christopher A. Brown 
October 2, 2017 

 R
I-9-1 

This com
m

ent advocates for vehicular access at three locations: P
alm

 and N
ees avenues 

(A
lternative 5), W

est R
iverview

 D
rive (A

lternative 1), and P
errin A

venue (proposed project, 

and included as w
ell in A

lternatives 1 and 5), because this design w
ould result in the m

ost 

public benefit. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands and access 

easem
ent rights from

 w
illing sellers (Alternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic 

im
provem

ent by the C
ity of Fresno (Alternative 1). S

ee Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 

for a com
parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for consideration during its deliberations 

on the project.  

R
I-9-2 

This com
m

ent states that the language of the C
ity of Fresno’s public access easem

ents on 

portions of an old gravel haul road created the ability for the C
onservancy to create tw

o legal 

points of access at the locations identified as A
lternative 5 and A

lternative 1. The com
m

ent 

urges the C
onservancy to consider the practicality of using the easem

ents com
pared to other 

alternatives and considering the cost, engineering requirem
ents, and public benefit. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-9-1 above. The com
m

enter’s preference w
ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further 

response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-10: 
Richard Carpenter, August 31, 2017

 

A:COM 

August 31, 2017 

9260 North Jackson Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93720 

Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
5469 fl Olive Ave 
Fresno CA 93727 

Partially Revised Circulated DEIR: Additional Parking 

Thank you for the notice and opportunity to review thjs report. 

RECEIVE.: 

S ' 0 2017 

I am especially interested in access to River Wesl Most everyone living in Fresno will be 
driving to River West. Parking is essential. The more parking thal is available, the more people 
who will be able to enjoy the park. 

For that reason, I strongly support additional vehicle access aod parking as proposed in both 
Alternative l : Riverview Drive and Alternative 5: Palm and Nees. 

Rl-10 

The traffic study shows that very little additional traffic will be generated by these alternatives. 1 
The City of Fresno bas identified a need for a traffic signaJ at Delmar Avenue and Audubon 
Drive. That is a need I see every time I drive on Audubon. Tbe Riverview Drive vehicle access 
adds very little traffic there· like-wise for the various alternatives for access 111 Palm and Nees. 

Alternative t : Riverview Drive already has the necessary grade cutting through the bluff with I 2 existing vehicle access. A few more trees around tlle parking lot in the middle distance can only 
improve the view for the residents atop the bluff. 

Alternatives 5, 5a, 5b, and Sc: Palm and Nees all suffer from two considerations. First are the 
issues st.ernming from the landfills which may not be solvable and in any case will require much 
additional hme and money. See-0nd is the matter of private owner hip of land at those locations. 

Were it not for the substantial risks these obstacles pose, Alternative 5 might be the preferred 
choice if only one additional parking area can be built Today this would provide parking at the 
east and the west ends of this stretch of the Parkway, And in the future, it would provide access 
in the middle of a Parkway extending from Highway 4 I 10 H igbway 99. 

Sincerely, 

{LL-( Cr7=---
Richard Carpenter 

3 
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Letter 
RI-10 

Response 

Richard Carpenter 
August 31, 2017 

R
I-10-1 

This com
m

ent states that visitors to the trail system
 prim

arily rely on vehicles and that m
ore 

parking m
eans a greater num

ber of residents can enjoy this recreational feature. The 

com
m

enter supports additional vehicular access through selection of A
lternative 1 (W

est 

R
iverview

 D
rive) and A

lternative 5 (P
alm

 and N
ees avenues). The com

m
enter states that the 

traffic study does not identify m
any additional vehicle trips along the studied roadw

ay 

segm
ent, and that the C

ity has already identified the need for a signal at A
udubon D

rive and 

D
el M

ar A
venue. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives.  

See Section 5.6.17 in Volum
e I, C

hapter 5 of this FEIR
 for discussion of the A

lternative 1 

traffic study. The EIR
 traffic study did find significant im

pacts at the intersection of Audubon 

Avenue and D
el M

ar A
venue. This im

pact could be m
itigated w

ith a traffic signal or traffic 

roundabout, but this w
ould need to be im

plem
ented by the C

ity of Fresno. The C
onservancy 

cannot guarantee that these im
provem

ents w
ill be im

plem
ented because they are controlled 

by another agency. Therefore, this im
pact w

ould be significant and unavoidable unless the 

added entrance im
provem

ents for Alternative 1 are conditioned on w
aiting until the C

ity 

installs this traffic im
provem

ent.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 1 and 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

I 
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R
I-10-2 

The com
m

ent states that A
lternative 1 has an existing vehicular access road and suggests 

that adding trees at the location of the parking lot w
ould im

prove view
s from

 residential 

property. 

See Section 5.6, “A
lternative 1: Added Parking,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
 for the 

environm
ental analysis of A

lternative 1, including aesthetic considerations and road alignm
ent 

issues.  

R
I-10-3 

This com
m

ent states that A
lternatives 5, 5a, 5b and 5c all involve landfill issues and involve 

privately ow
ned land. It states that A

lternative 5 w
ould be preferred absent these 

considerations. 

Both A
lternatives 5 and 5B analyzed in the D

EIR
 and Partially R

evised D
EIR

 (see Volum
e I of 

this FEIR
) involve issues relating to past landfills in the study area. H

ow
ever, the EIR

 analysis 

found that the identified m
itigation m

easures could reduce those im
pacts to less-than-

significant levels. The other routes referenced in this com
m

ent w
ere evaluated in a 

constraints analysis for the EIR
, and w

ere not carried forw
ard for full evaluation in the EIR

 

based on that early scoping process.  

The EIR
 analysis also recognizes that Alternatives 5 and 5B are located at least in part on 

private property, and that the C
onservancy m

ay only acquire land or additional access 

easem
ent rights from

 w
illing sellers on m

utually agreeable term
s. See response to C

om
m

ent 

I-107B for m
ore details.  

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-11: 
Wendy Dockstader, October 3, 2017

 
  

Rl-11 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Melinda, 

Wendy Dockstader <jefd63@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 11 :34 AM 
Melinda Marks 
kwalter@wheelhousestratgies.com 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

As residents of the Bluff neighborhoods, we want to express our appreciation to you and the Conservancy as you work 
with the City of Fresno in exploring the viability of option SB of the revised DEIR. 
As one who travels through both of these points frequently, it seems logical to use Alt SB, where there is clear, 
unobtrusive public access already, and where there will be less impact on the surrounding area. 

Creating an access at Alt 1 (Riverview), will cause a significant disturbance to the existing intersection and surrounding! 
area, creating increased congestion and danger to pedestrians who frequent that area. 2 
The proposed traffic signal or roundabout is an additional expense and intrusion that could be avoided. 
Such issues would not exist at Alt. SB, thus eliminating or minimizing costs, avoiding traffic flow issues and potential 
dangers of a neighborhood environment. 

We ask that the Conservancy respect the city's 2035 General Plan update and land use documents for all the other 
member agencies. 

We support Alt SB, and feel that it provides the best option both environmentally and economically for this project an 
this area . 

We would appreciate the continued efforts of the Conservancy in support of Alt. SB. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Wendy Dockstader 

A:COM 

3 
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Letter 
RI-11 

Response 

W
endy Dockstader 

October 3, 2017 

 R
I-11-1 

This com
m

ent expresses appreciation that the C
onservancy w

orked w
ith the C

ity of Fresno to 

fully explore A
lternative 5B

 and states that A
lternative 5B

 is the best option because it w
ill 

have less im
pacts on the surrounding area. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-11-2 

This com
m

ent states A
lternative 1 w

ill cause significant disturbance to the existing 

intersection and surrounding area and w
ill present a public traffic hazard, and that resolving it 

through a traffic signal is an unnecessary expense. 

Alternative 1 w
as included as a m

eans to increase opportunities to access the R
iver for the 

larger Fresno com
m

unity. The E
IR

 analysis for A
lternative 1 (see Section 5.6, “A

lternative 1: 

Added Parking,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
) found that access at W

est R
iverview

 D
rive w

ould 

cause a significant traffic im
pact, requiring installation of a traffic signal. See response to 

C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2.  

The com
m

enter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project.  

R
I-11-3 

This com
m

ent states that A
lternative 5B

 w
ould not create these im

pacts and w
ould avoid 

costs. The com
m

enter asks that the C
onservancy respect the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral P

lan 

policies and states support for this alternative as both environm
entally and econom

ically 

superior.  

Inclusion of vehicular access to the planned trail extension at Palm
 and N

ees avenues w
as 

considered under Alternative 5B
 in the P

artially R
evised D

EIR
. The analysis found that 

providing vehicular access and a parking lot at this location w
ould increase accessibility 

because it w
ould be convenient for the larger Fresno com

m
unity. H

ow
ever, as discussed in 

Section 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N
orth P

alm
 Avenue Access,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

, 

Alternative 5B requires m
itigation m

easures beyond those identified for the proposed project 

to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s B
luff Protection O

verlay D
istrict, and to 

address the potential exposure to hazardous m
aterials associated w

ith historic use of the 

property for landfill operations. See also response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-3.  

I 
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The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 5B

 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-12: 
Melissa Dominguez, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Date 10 /03 / 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Melissa Dominguez <MDominguez@hedrickschevy.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:09 PM 
Melfnda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Re : River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Rl-12 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus on how access will be provided to 
rhe project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential access points 
Included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points included. By including all three acces 
points {Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm 
and Nees). people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Metlss.a M. DoiM.l~ua 
Hedrick's Chevrolet 
BOC/Internet Manager 
(559) 347-5436 
(559) 392-8777 

A:COM 

1 
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Letter 
RI-12 

Response 

Melissa Dom
inguez 

October 3, 2017 

 R
I-12-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  
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LETTER RI-13: 
Juan Esparza Loera, October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Oct. 3, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Esparza, John <jesparza@vidaenelvalle.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:59 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Rl-13 

I'm 100 percent in support of the River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension because I believe this extension is 
long overdue. While Fresno's population has increased significantly in the last few decades, the amount of green 
space has not. Thank you for the five miles of the Eaton Trail, which I have enjoyed over the years, along with 
other runners and cyclists. It is time the conservancy push on extending the trail to 22 miles. 1 

I encourage the conservancy board to approve the trail extension project site with all three potential access 
points: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Altemative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

A:COM 
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The three access points are vital so that the residents of Madera and Fresno counties can enjoy the beauty ofth11 
San Joaquin River. I expect the board to listen to the public's voice in approving the DEIR with all of these ( cont) 
access points included. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely 

Juan Esparza Loera/ Fresno resident 

Juan Esparza Loera 
Editor I Vida en el Valle 
1626 E Street/ Fresno, CA 93706 
(559) 441-6781 
(559) 441-6790 (fax) 
(559) 287-1095 (cell) 

A:COM 

2 
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Letter 
RI-13 

Response 

Juan Esparza Loera 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-13-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  
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LETTER RI-14: 
Linda Foster, September 26/October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject 

Linda Foster <garden2art@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:01 AM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Hi, l am sending this again, as I am not sure it made it to you the first time. 
Linda Foster 

Powered by Cricket Wireless 

From: Linda Foster [mailto:garden2art@yahoo.com] 
sent: Tuesday, September 26, 201711:58 PM 
To: melinda.marks@sjrc.ca.gov 
Subject: Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

To: Melinda Marks, Executive Officer, San Joaquin River Conservancy 

Date: September 26, 201 7 

Subject: Partially Revised irculated DEIR 

Written Comments from Linda Foster 

Rl-14 

My heart literally just swelled up in my chest. I was imagining myself walking in the area surrounding the San 
Juaqui11 River here on tl1e northern edge of the City of Fresno. I could pict11rc the meandering course of the 
river flowing through the flat river bottom with trees, gras es, and other plants swaying in the breeze. l oOLdd 
see the-egrets and herons flying overhead against the blue sky and small creatures scampering through the 
grasses. I could feel the cold, sparkling water, slTeaming Oil its way from the Sierras to the delta and the Pacific 
Ocean beyond. 

In the background are the bluffs on both sides of the river and further offthe foothills of the Sierra evada 
range. Thell past the foothills , the snow-capped Sierras U1emselves rising to their majestic heights. 

What a heart swelling panorama. Thank you Coke Hallowell foT your vision. And thank you to everyone at the 
San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust and all the countless others who have workod so tirelessly 
all these years to make it a reality. T think the reaction I had that day was for all the visitors in the future. Thos 
who will be fortunate enough to have direct access, right here, close to hotne. Those who will be able to engage 
with this glorious bit of nature and enjoy this amazing vista on their lunch hour, on a picnic with their family, o 
in the evening to watch the sun set. 

1 grew up spending stunrner days visiting the Pacific Ocean along the beaches in the Santa Monica Bay area of 
Los Angeles County. Even as a child. I thought it was unfair and wrong that the beach and access to it were 
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blocked by houses along the ocean side of the highway. Those houses had fantastic views and wonderful access 
to the beach. Everyone else, including me, had to park in a crowded parking lot and sit on crowded strips of 
sand designated for "the public." Beaches and rivers are part of our "commons" the same as our national parks 
and monuments. We have to fight for and protect our access to these commons. 

Having such close and easy access to nature and beautiful vistas is a huge asset to our community. ature is 
healing, calming, and transfonning. It crosses and makes meaningless all social and economic barriers. It 
soothes the soul and brings out the best in us. Why would we not want to have the closest and easiest access to 
this bit of natural wonder available to al l who live and visit the Fresno area? We shouldn' t even have to ask 
such a question. 

Jt should be so obvious to everyone involved that the right thing to do is to make it completely and absolutely, 
directly accessible to everyone. These access routes are already in place and spending $5 million dollars to 
create other less desirable routes does not make fiscal or practical sense. That additional money would best be 
spent upgrading the property once the access routes are opened to the public. 

Stop spending thousands of tax payer dollars on unfeasible alternatives. Stop blocking common sense doable 
choices that would offer the best, safest, cheapest, direct access to the most residents of Fresno. Approve the 
River West EIR with alternatives 1 and 5 that will provide additional vehicle access to the River West project 
directly and conveniently from the City of Fresno. These routes will include vehicle access on a public road to 
public land from Alternative I . And vehicle access on a public easement to public land on Alternative 2. These 
are sensible, already in place roads, and they make sense where all the other options do not make sense. These 
are the doable and sensible choices. Everyone knows this too. They need to be approved and the project moved 
forward. lt is way past time to do the right thing. 

The people of Fresno have been waiting years for this project to go forward. It is time to make it happen. Do 
the right thing. Do the practical thing. Do the fiscally pn1dent thing. Do what is best for the people of the Fresno 
area. They are our commons and we want access to them. We have waited far too long for action to be taken 
on this project. It is time to make it a reality. We, the public, want this now. 

Thank you, 

Linda Foster 

113 W. Palo Alto Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93704-1310 
559-438-4235 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-14 

Response 

Linda Foster 
Septem

ber 26/October 3, 2017 

 R
I-14-1 

This com
m

ent describes the natural beauty found in the R
iver and encourages the 

C
onservancy and others to develop a project that m

axim
izes public access to all residents, 

and urges the C
onservancy to focus attention on access via existing roads as the m

ost 

practical solution. The com
m

enter prefers a com
bination of A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5. 

The com
m

enter’s design preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further 

response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 
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LETTER RI-15: 
Begered Ghazi, October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Begered Ghazi <bghazi75@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:05 PM 
Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin Draft EIR comments 
Draft EIR-San Joaquin.docx 

Please find my comments in the attached letter. 

Thank you 

A:COM 
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A:COM 

10/03/2017 

Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Melinda Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus on how access will 
be provided to the project si te. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential access 
points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alte rnative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEI R with all of these access points included. By including 
all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercross ing accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 
41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will 
have equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Begered Ghazi 

1 
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Letter 
RI-15 

Response 

Begered Ghazi 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-15-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  
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LETTER RI-16: 
Runak Ghazi, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Runak Ghazi <rghazi01@yahoo.com> 

Tuesday, October 3, 2017 3:42 PM 

Melinda Marks 

River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

I'm emailing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. 

Rl-16 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative I 
3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points included. By including all three access points 
(Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 4 I, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), people 
throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

RunakGhazi 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-16 

Response 

Runak Ghazi 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-16-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. 
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LETTER RI-17: 
Rhoda Gonzales, September 28, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rhoda Gonzales <rhodagnzls@gmail.com> 
Thursday, September 28, 2017 4:58 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Part ially revised ci rculated DEIR 

Rl-17 

We appreciate the Conservancy working with the City of Fresno and allowing SB to be fully explored. We feel this is thel 
best solution to gain public vehicular access to the river because: 1 
· Alt SB has no significant and llrlavoidable effects, and should therefore be selected by the Conservancy. 
· Alt 1 (at Riverview) will have recognized significant impacts. The Conservancy should not approve an alternative I 2 
with greater impacts than the project or Alt SB. 

Alt 1 at Riverview contemplates a signal or roundabout to mitigate traffic impacts. We rleed to know what this I 
entails, and how this wi ll affect the surrounding properties, because we can't tell this from the PRDEIR or the DEIR. 3 
• The Conservancy should respect the City's 2035 Genera I Pian update, as well as the land use documents for all theI 
other member agencies. 4 
We support SB and hope that the Conservancy will se lect it as the primary option for access. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Rhoda Gonzales 
S59-960-2232 

Sent from my iPhone 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-17 

Response 

Rhoda Gonzales 
Septem

ber 28, 2017 

 R
I-17-1 

This com
m

ent expresses appreciation that the C
onservancy w

orked w
ith the C

ity of Fresno to 

fully explore A
lternative 5B

 and requests that A
lternative 5B

 be selected because it has no 

significant and unavoidable effects. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-17-2 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy should not approve A

lternative 1 because it has 

greater im
pacts than the proposed project or A

lternative 5B
. The com

m
enter states that the 

potential im
pacts of a signal or roundabout at the D

el M
ar A

venue/A
udubon D

rive intersection 

are not apparent in the E
IR

. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2.  

R
I-17-3 

This com
m

ent asks w
hat the signal or roundabout contem

plated for A
lternative 1 entails, and 

how
 it w

ill affect the surrounding properties, because the com
m

enter cannot tell this from
 the 

D
E

IR
 or P

artially R
evised D

E
IR

.  

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2.  

R
I-17-4 

This com
m

ent urges the C
onservancy to respect the policies of the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral 

P
lan and encourages adoption of A

lternative 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-3. The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 

5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration 

during deliberations on the project. 
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LETTER RI-18: 
David Grubbs, October 1, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject 

David Grubbs <davidgr@mail.fresnostate.edu> 
Sunday, October 1, 2017 2:19 PM 
Melinda Marks 

River West EIR - Support for Alternatives 1 and 5 

Rl-18 

For more than a decade now I've supported the establishment of public access and the construction of facilities I 
for the people of the Central Vallry to the San Joaquin River Parkway at River West Please record me once 
again in that column. I urge immediate selection of and action on plan alternatives I and 5. Once again the 1 
city's alternative is "pie in the sky" and a "red herring." (Please forgive the doubling of idioms.) 

I've addressed exaggerated traffic concerns, imaginary fire fears, conservation matters, and other issues in priorI 2 
communications. The truth is that city staff: instructed by select elected officials, have gutted Parkway plans 
here for the convenience of neighbors for many years. We deserve more than local pedestrian access and a trail 
for cyclists and walkers with big bladders. 

I am out of the country and unable to attend the Conservancy meeting. 

David Grubbs 
2535 E Palo Alto Ave 
Fresno Ca 93710 
559 299 1677 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-18 

Response 

David Grubbs 
October 1, 2017 

 R
I-18-1 

The com
m

enter supports construction of the P
arkw

ay facilities at R
iver W

est and urges the 

C
onservancy to select A

lternatives 1 and 5. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis considered six design alternatives to the 

proposed project including variations on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicular access, and 

parking lot locations. A
lternative 1 considered vehicular access at R

iverview
 D

rive. The 

analysis found that Alternative 1 w
ould likely reduce barriers to local residents using the trail 

by creating an additional access point available to vehicles traveling on surface streets. 

H
ow

ever, the alternative w
ould require m

itigation m
easures beyond those of the proposed 

project, including installation of a traffic signal at Audubon D
rive and D

el M
ar Avenue. 

Because it is beyond the authority of the C
onservancy to guarantee construction of a signal at 

this location, im
pacts on traffic and circulation under A

lternative 1 w
ere determ

ined to be 

significant and unavoidable, w
hereas circulation im

pacts of the proposed project w
ere found 

to be less than significant.  

The D
EIR

, as updated by the P
artially R

evised D
E

IR
 (see Volum

e I of this FEIR
), also 

evaluated im
pacts of providing vehicular access at Palm

 and N
ees avenues as part of 

Alternative 5. This alternative is likely to help reduce barriers to access by creating an 

additional convenient vehicular access point from
 surface streets near P

alm
 and N

ees 

Avenues that does not require traveling north on S
R

 41, w
hich visitors w

ould be required to 

do w
ith the single access point at Perrin A

venue. This alternative w
ould require the 

acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually agreeable term

s, and w
ould 

require additional m
itigation to address the potential for exposure to hazardous m

aterials. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for both Alternatives 1 and 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

R
I-18-2 

This com
m

ent expresses opinions about issues related to the project design and issues 

related to nearby hom
es. 

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, 

no further response is required. S
ee Section 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 
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LETTER RI-19: 
Stephen Gulley, September 28, 2017

 
  

Rl-19 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Stephen Gulley <stevegulley@gmail.com> 
Thursday, September 28, 2017 3:13 PM 
Melinda Marks 

Subject: Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Hi Melinda-

I hope you are doing well today. 

My wife and I believe that the Conservancy should support the recommendation of using Partially 
Revised Circulated DEIR as presented in the report. 

We appreciate the Conservancy working with the City of Fresno and allowing 58 to be fully explored. 1 
We feel this is the best solution to gain public vehicular access to the river because: 

Alt 58 has no significant and unavoidable effects, and should therefore be selected by 
the Conservancy. 
• Alt 1 (at Riverview) will have recognized significant impacts. The Conservancy should I 
not approve an alternative with greater impacts than the project or Alt 58. 
· Alt 1 at Riverview contemplates a signal or roundabout to mitigate traffic impacts. We 2 
need to know what this entails, and how this will affect the surrounding properties, because we 
can't tell this from the PRDEIR or the DEIR. 

The Conservancy should respect the City's 2035 General Plan update, as well as the I 
land use documents for all the other member agencies. 

We support 5B and hope that the Conservancy will select it as the primary option for access. 3 

Thank you . 

Steve Gulley 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-19 

Response 

Stephen Gulley 
Septem

ber 28, 2017 

 R
I-19-1 

This com
m

ent expresses appreciation that the C
onservancy w

orked w
ith the C

ity of Fresno to 

fully explore A
lternative 5B

 and states that A
lternative 5B

 is the best solution because it has 

no significant and unavoidable effects. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-19-2 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy should not approve A

lternative 1 because it has 

greater im
pacts than the proposed project or A

lternative 5B
. The com

m
enter states that the 

potential im
pacts of a signal or roundabout at the D

el M
ar A

venue/A
udubon D

rive intersection 

are not apparent in the E
IR

. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2.  

R
I-19-3 

This com
m

ent urges the C
onservancy to respect the policies of the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral 

P
lan and encourages adoption of A

lternative 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-3. The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 

5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration 

during deliberations on the project. 
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LETTER RI-20: 
Darryl Hanoian, September 29, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Darryl Hanoian <dhanoian@valprint,com> 
Friday, September 29, 2017 4:13 PM 
Melinda Marks 

Kristine Walter 

Exploring SB for Public Vehicular Access to the River 

Rl-20 

Good Afternoon Melinda: My Name ls Darryl Hanofan, 1 live at 250 W. Bluff. I 
I have been told that the alternate route 58 would be the best choice for access to the river and would have no 1 
significant and unavoidable effects on the area. 
Conversely the Riverv1ew access would do just the opposite and should only be used by the river bottom land I 
owner and Official vehicles, such as fi re trucks, police & ambulances. In the event of fire, which we have 
seen, fire truck and other emergency vehicle must be able to get and out of the river bottom Lmimpeded. The 2 
congestion that it would incur could be catastrophic. There is only one good access in an out of that area and 
that is Del Mar. My biggest concern 1s the risk created by using that access point for the public and the home 
owner within that area, 
Thank yoLI for your consideration 
Sincerely 

Darryl Hanoien 

Oarryi Hanolan 
ValPrlnt 
12S7 -G Street 
Fresno, CA 93706 
T: 559.486.3112 
F: 559.486.3385 

dharioian@M11lcr1ntcom 
www.valotintcom/ 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-20 

Response 

Darryl Hanoian 
Septem

ber 29, 2017 

 R
I-20-1 

This com
m

enter states that he w
as told that A

lternative 5B
 w

ould be the best choice for 

access to the R
iver because it w

ill have no significant unavoidable im
pacts. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-20-2 

This com
m

ent states that the R
iverview

 access (A
lternative 1) w

ould be the opposite and 

should be used only by official vehicles because congestion in that area w
ould create risks to 

hom
eow

ners in the area.  

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 does analyze im
pacts on public services, 

including fire protection and law
 enforcem

ent for the proposed project (S
ection 3.15, “Public 

Services”), for Alternative 1 (Section 5.6.15, “P
ublic Services”), and for all the other 

alternatives. The EIR
 concludes there no im

pacts on public services w
ould be caused by the 

proposed project or any of the alternatives, including A
lternative 1. See Table 5.12-1 in 

Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives.  

See also response to C
om

m
ent I-107-N

 for m
ore inform

ation regarding m
itigation m

easures 

incorporated into the project to address potential im
pacts associated w

ith increased hum
an 

activity near the R
iver, including fire safety issues.  
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LETTER RI-21: 
Susan Haskell, October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

A:COM 

John Haskell <jbhaske4395@comcast.net> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 10:13 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 
samplecommentletter.docx; A TT00001.t>ct 
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A:COM 

10/03/2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

san Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus 

on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 

three potential access points included : 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points 

included. By including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible 

from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), 

people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access 

to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Haskell 

Volunteer with the SJ RPCT 

1 
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Letter 
RI-21 

Response 

Susan Haskell 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-21-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  
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LETTER RI-22: 
Ellen Hemink, October 2, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

EHemink@aol.com 
Monday, October 2, 2017 11 :24 AM 
Melinda Marks 

Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Rl-22 

I am writing to you out of concern for the revised draft of the River West EIR. Alternative 5b is a 
waste of millions of dollars of tax payer money particularly when there is a very viable access point 
from the City of Fresno on a currently available road to the public lands of the Fresno River West 
property which is also public land. 1 

I strongly support the approval by the San Joaquin River Conservany Board of the River West EIR 
with alternatives 1 and 5 - providing additional vehicle access to the project site from the City of 
Fresno. 

This access will provide a convenient way for Fresno citizens to enjoy this beautiful public land, cut 
down on pollution resulting from excess travel to the site from the City of Fresno, save money and 
provide the City of Fresno with much needed recreational opportunities and enjoyment of an 2 
enhanced natural environment. 

I plan to attend the November meeting of the Conservancy Board and look forward to the 
Board's approval of River West EIR with alternatives 1 and 5. 

Thank you for your work on this project. 

Sincerely. 

Ellen Hemink 
Volunteer with the SJRPCT 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-22 

Response 

Ellen Hem
ink 

October 2, 2017 

 R
I-22-1 

This com
m

ent argues that A
lternative 5B

 w
ould needlessly raise construction costs and is not 

needed because there is an existing public road that could be used as an access point for 

visitors to the project from
 the C

ity of Fresno. 

The com
m

enter’s design preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for consideration during its deliberations on the project. N
o further 

response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 

R
I-22-2 

The com
m

enter urges selection of both A
lternative 1 and A

lternative 5.  

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-22-1 above. 
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LETTER RI-23: 
Pat Howe, October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Patricia Howe <kphowe@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 11 :21 AM 
Melinda Marks 
"PartiallyRevised Circulated KEIR" 

Rl-23 

We appreciate the Conservancy working with the city of Fresno and allowing 5B to be fully explored. We feel 
this is the 

best solution to gain public vehicular access to the river because 

* Alt 5B has no significant and unavoidable effects and should therefore be selected by the 

1 

Conservancy: 
* Altl(Rivcrview) will ;have recognized significant impacts. The Conservancy should not approve anI 

2 

alternative with greater impacts than the project or Alt 5 
* Alt I at Riverview contemplates a signal or roundabout to mitigate traffic impacts ... We need to 

know what 
this entails. and how this will affect the surrounding properties, because we can't tell this from the 

PRDIER or the 

DEIR 

* The Conservency should respect the City's 2035 General Plan update, as well as the land use 
Documents 

for all the other member agencies. 
l support 5B and hope that the Conservancy will select it as the primary option for access. 

Pat Howe 
kphowe@sbcglobal.net 

A:COM 

3 
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Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Patricia Howe <kphowe@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 11 :21 AM 
Melinda Marks 
"PartiallyRevised Circulated KEIR" 

Rl-23 

We appreciate the Conservancy working with the city of Fresno and allowing SB to be fully explored. We feel 
this is the 

best solution to gain public vehicular access to the river because 

* Alt SB has no significant and unavoidable effects and should therefore be selected by the 

1 

Conservancy: 
* Altl(Rivcrview) will ;have recognized significant impacts. The Conservancy should not approve anI 

2 

alternative with greater impacts than the project or Alt 5 
* Alt I at Riverview contemplates a signal or roundabout to mitigate traffic impacts ... We need to I 

know what 
this entails. and how this will affect the surrounding properties, because we can't tell this from the 3 

PRDIER or the 

DEIR 

* The Conservency should respect the City's 2035 General Plan update, as well as the land use 
Documents 

for all the other member agencies. 
I support SB and hope that the Conservancy will select it as the primary option for access. 

Pat Howe 
kphowe@sbcglobal.net 

A:COM 

4 
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Letter 
RI-23 

Response 

Pat Howe 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-23-1 

This com
m

ent expresses appreciation that the C
onservancy w

orked w
ith the C

ity of Fresno to 

fully explore A
lternative 5B

 and states that A
lternative 5B

 should be selected because it has 

no significant and unavoidable effects. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-23-2 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy should not approve A

lternative 1 because it has 

greater im
pacts than the proposed project or A

lternative 5B
. The com

m
enter states the 

potential im
pacts of a signal or roundabout at the D

el M
ar A

venue/A
udubon D

rive intersection 

are not apparent in the E
IR

. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2.  

R
I-23-3 

This com
m

ent urges the C
onservancy to respect the policies of the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral 

P
lan and encourages adoption of A

lternative 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-3. The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 

5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration 

during deliberations on the project. 
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LETTER RI-24: 
Erica Hurtado, October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

A:COM 

Erica Hurtado <ericahurt75@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 5:20 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 
49a 7be62-98fe-464b-960e-85242330bc90.docx 

Rl-24 
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A:COM 

October 3, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus 

on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Boa rd of Directors to approve the project site with all 

three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative S 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with a I of these access points 

included. By including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible 

from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), 

people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access 

to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Erica Hurtado 

1 
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Letter 
RI-24 

Response 

Erica Hurtado 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-24-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  
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LETTER RI-25: 
Steve and Kathy Jackson, October 1, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kathy Jackson < idigdiarnonds@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, October 1, 2017 10:34 AM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

To: Melinda Marks <Melinda.Marks@sjrc.ca.gov > 
From: Steve & Kathy Jackson< idigdiamons@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Kristine Walter <kwalter@wheelhousestrategies.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 1, 2017 
Subject: Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Rl-25 

We appreciate you working with the City of Fresno for allowing option 5B to be fully 
explored. We feel this is the best option to gain public vehicular access to the 1iver for everyone 
involved for the following reasons: 

• Alt 5B has not only no significant effects but it is consistent with the City's 2035 General Plan. 

• Alternative 1 at Riverview will have significant impacts on a residential neighborhood including 1 
traffic , where 5B is at an existing commercial development. 

We are confident that the Conservancy will select SB as the primary option for river 
access. 

Thank you, 
Steve & Kathy Jackson 
372 W. Hagler, Fresno, Ca. 93711 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-25 

Response 

Steve and Kathy Jackson 
October 1, 2017 

 R
I-25-1 

The com
m

enters express appreciation that the C
onservancy w

orked w
ith the C

ity of Fresno 

to fully explore A
lternative 5B

. The com
m

enters feel that A
lternative 5B

 is the best option 

because it has no significant and unavoidable effects and is consistent w
ith the C

ity of Fresno 

G
eneral P

lan, and that A
lternative 1 w

ill have significant im
pacts on a residential 

neighborhood. 

See responses to C
om

m
ents R

I-2-1 and R
I-2-2.  

The com
m

enters’ preference for selection of A
lternative 5B

 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 
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LETTER RI-26: 
George Madrid, October 4, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
sent 
To: 
Subject: 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 

George Madrid <geodrid@sbcgTobal.net> 
Wednesday, October 4, 2017 9:53 AM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Rl-26 

I will back any revisions or add-ons to your work on this River w, ""'"" pmoo,d wah "'' si<ioasof22 mH•· l 1 

Geo 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-26 

Response 

George Madrid 
October 4, 2017 

 R
I-26-1 

This com
m

ent supports the C
onservancy’s goal to im

prove public access to the R
iver through 

developm
ent of the planned 22-m

ile-long S
an Joaquin R

iver P
arkw

ay. 

The com
m

enter’s support for the project as part of im
plem

enting the Parkw
ay is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 
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LETTER RI-27: 
Jonelle Mejia, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

J Mejia <motoby2922@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 8:25 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Rl-27 

Would love to see the trail extended so that our community had more of the beautiful local area to explore I 1 

Jonelle Mejia 

Sent from my iPhone 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-27 

Response 

Jonelle Mejia 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-27-1 

This com
m

ent expresses support for the project, w
hich w

ill im
prove access to the R

iver by 

extending the E
aton Trail. 

Thank you for your com
m

ents. The C
onservancy appreciates your interest in the project.  

The com
m

enter’s support for the project is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. N
o further 

response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 
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LETTER RI-28: 
Eric Olson, October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject 
Attachments: 

ericholson1961 <ericholson1961@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 7:20 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 
Trail.docx 

elll via the Samsung Galaxy S7, an AT&T 40 LTE smartphone 

A:COM 

Rl-28 
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A:COM 

October 3, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive Ave 

Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus 

on how access will be provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all 

three potential access points included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 

2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 

3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative S 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points 

included. By including all three access points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible 

from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), 

people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access 

to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Eric Olson 
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Letter 
RI-28 

Response 

Nam
e Eric Olsen 

October 3, 2017 

 R
I-28-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project. 
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LETTER RI-29: 
Marcella Osterhaus, October 1, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marcella Osterhaus <marcella-m@att.net> 
Sunday, October 1, 2017 12:56 PM 
Melinda Marks 
River access one and five 

Rl-29 

Good afternoon Melinda, my name is Marcella Osterhaus and I'm asking you and other members of the Board to pleas 
vote for access one and five to the San Joaquin River. It's so essential for Fresno to create more green public areas and 
opportunities to get to the river; t his is our chance to improve Fresno. It seems that this question of access has been 1 
studied and studied and re studied. It's time to take act ion now especially for our children and grandchildren. 
Thank you, Marcella Osterhaus 
2202 E. Skyview, Fresno 93720 
Sent from my iPhone 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-29 

Response 

Marcella Osterhaus 
October 1, 2017 

 
 R

I-29-1 
This com

m
ent supports selection of A

lternative 1 and A
lternative 5 to prom

ote public open 

space and opportunities for recreation along the R
iver. The com

m
enter states that it is tim

e to 

take action as the issue of access has been extensively studied. 

The com
m

enter’s support for Alternatives 1 and 5 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. The EIR
 

analysis considered six design alternatives to the proposed project including variations on the 

trail alignm
ent, points of vehicular access, and parking lot locations. N

o further response is 

required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives,” for 

m
ore inform

ation. 
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LETTER RI-30: 
Sarah Parkes, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Melinda, 

Sarah Parkes <cairns.sarah0@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 2:47 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Rl-30 

I am writing to you today regarding the partially revised DEIR. My comments here are as a private citizen of 
the City of Fresno, not as a staff member of the River Parkway Trust. 

As a runner and cyclist, I am very much looking forward to the day when the new extension of the Lewis S. 
Eaton Trail is opened to the public. I will likely access the property from the existing Eaton Trail behind 
Woodward Park. It will not be prohibitive for me to have to travel the extra mileage to access River West by 
foot or on a bike. 

But I don't believe this is the case for many people who live in our community. Families with young children, 
people with disabilities, and many other residents will require vehicle access in order to visit River West. 
Though the proposed project does provide some vehicle access and parking, it is not enough nor is it equitable. I 
am writing today to ask that Alternatives l and 5 be included as part of the project. 

Alternative l is a public road to a public property. This alternative prevents the need for people who live in 
Fresno to have to drive to Madera County to access the site. 

Alternative 5 will also provide vehicle access in Fresno. I am referring here to the "real" alternative 5 that 
utilizes the existing gravel haul road to the property near Palm and Nees. By including Alternative 5 with 
Alternative l and the proposed project, vehicle traffic will be spread out on the site. This will prevent any 
individual access point from becoming overly congested. 

Alternatives 1 and 5 do not require constructing a new road or carving out part of a City park. 

We have an amazing opportunity to build something great for our entire community. I believe that River West 
Fresno will be a jewel of the Parkway and our region. This project is going to leave a legacy; let's make sure it's 
a legacy we can be proud of. 

Please include Alternatives 1 and 5, and provide pedestrian and vehicle access that meets the needs of the whole 
community. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Parkes 
559-346-7726 
6804 N Backer Ave 
Fresno, CA 93710 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-30 

Response 

Sarah Parkes 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-30-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to select a design that m
axim

izes 

access to the R
iver for all residents of Fresno, and states that A

lternative 1 on a public road 

and A
lternative 5 through an existing gravel haul road w

ould best serve this purpose. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing public access to the Parkw

ay by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities. The E
IR

 

analysis also considered five action alternatives to the proposed project that include variations 

on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicular access, and location of parking lots.  

The EIR
 acknow

ledges that the proposed project’s single public access point m
ay result in 

less convenient access to the project’s benefits for residents traveling from
 Fresno, including 

those in disadvantaged com
m

unities. The analysis of alternatives exam
ined increasing 

opportunities for access by providing additional convenient vehicular access points for 

residents of the Fresno m
etropolitan area, including disadvantaged com

m
unities. The EIR

 

concluded that although additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could 

provide m
ore convenient vehicular access, these alternatives require additional m

itigation 

m
easures beyond w

hat w
ould be required for the proposed project, and each w

ould involve 

actions that are not com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy.  

The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternatives 1 and 5 is noted. This inform

ation 

w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the 

project. 

R
I-30-2 

This com
m

ent supports com
bining A

lternative 1 w
ith A

lternative 5, suggesting that this 

com
bination avoids traffic congestion at points of access and avoids im

pacts on S
pano P

ark. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-30-1 above. The EIR
 did not identify any significant traffic-

related im
pacts for the proposed project. 

R
I-30-3 

The com
m

enter expresses support for A
lternatives 1 and 5 because they do not require 

constructing a new
 road or result in im

pacts on a C
ity park.  

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-30-1 above. As discussed in Volum
e I of this EIR

, the gravel 

haul road is a private road w
ith a lim

ited public access easem
ent. The D

EIR
 identified that 

Alternative 5 w
ould require the acquisition of land and/or public access easem

ent rights and 

I 
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im
provem

ents to the existing private roadw
ay. The P

artially R
evised D

EIR
 did not identify the 

im
pact of Alternative 5B on Spano Park as a significant im

pact (see FEIR
 Volum

e I). N
o 

further response is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the P
roject or 

Alternatives,” for m
ore inform

ation. 
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LETTER RI-31: 
Staceyann Perez, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Date Oct. 3, 2017 

Ms. Staceyann Perez 

Staceyann < sperezvindiola@sbcglobal.net> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:53 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Fresno Resident & Local Runner 
4175 S. Cherry Ave 

Fresno, CA 93706 

Re:River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Perez 

Rl-31 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus on bow access will be 
provided to the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential access points 
included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points included. By including all 
three access points (Perrin A venue undercrossing accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 41 , 

Riverview Drive, and Palm and Nees), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have 
equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Staceyann Perez 

A:COM 

1 
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Letter 
RI-31 

Response 

Staceyann Perez 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-31-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations 

on the project.  
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LETTER RI-32: 
Dale and Debbie Priaulx, October 3, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc 
Subject: 

DebnDale Priaulx <priaulx@gmailcom> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 8:42 PM 
Meflnda Marks 
Walter, Kristine; krstine Walter 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR SJRP 

Rl-32 

Good evening Melinda. Please find our letter regarding the updated proposal to consider alternative 5B for 
access to the river. Your consideration is greatly appreciated. 

Dale & Debbie (Hunsaker) Priaulx 

8485 Ridgeview Ave, Fresno CA 9371 l-6904 

Oct3 2017 

Mehnda.Mnrk @s1rc.ca.g 

Melinda Marks, Executive Director 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 E Olive, Fresno CA 93727 

Subject: Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Dear Ms Marks, 

I wanted to drop you a quick not again asking for your support of SB as it relates to access to the Fresno River I 
West Project J can't stress enough bow appreciative we are that the Conservancy is working with the City on 
allowing 58 to be fully explored. As we stated in our previous email, wc feel I.his is the best solution U1at would 1 
provide public vehlcular access to the river. Some of our reasons are: 

The alternative I which has access at Riverview will have significant impacts, greater than alternative 5B would 
allow. 

Alternative I propo es a roundabout to mitigate traffic problems and impacts Whal exactly does this 
entail? How will this affect the surrounding properties? I C-Ould not tell from the PRDElR or the DEIR 

A:COM 
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The City' s 2035 General Plan update should be respected by the Conservancy and it is our hope you support SBI 3 
as the primary option for access. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dale & Debbie Priaulx 

2 
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Letter 
RI-32 

Response 

Dale and Debbie Priaulx 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-32-1 

This com
m

ent states that the com
m

enters are appreciative that the C
onservancy is w

orking 

w
ith the C

ity of Fresno to fully explore A
lternative 5B

, and that A
lternative 5B

 is the best 

option. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enters’ preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-32-2 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy should not approve A

lternative 1 because it has 

greater im
pacts than A

lternative 5B
. The com

m
enters state that the potential im

pacts of a 

signal or roundabout at the D
el M

ar A
venue/A

udubon D
rive intersection is not apparent in the 

E
IR

. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2.  

R
I-32-3 

This com
m

ent urges the C
onservancy to respect the policies of the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral 

P
lan and encourages adoption of A

lternative 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-3. The com
m

enters’ preference for selection of A
lternative 

5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration 

during deliberations on the project. 
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LETTER RI-33: 
R. L. Chip Putnam, September 19, 2017

A:COM 

Mayor Lee Brand 
Fresno City Hall 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

September 19, 2017 

Re: San Joaquin River Conservancy and Measure P 

Dear Mayor Brand: 

Thank you for your dedication and work for the City of Fresno, and thank you for having 
a genuine interest in the San Joaquin River Conservancy Project. As a sixty plus year 
resident of Fresno and currently Jivmg in the nearby Bluff Area of the proposed project, I 
too have a strong interest in how this project is developed and maintained. 

Over the last few years I have received infonnation about the project from various 
interested individuals connected to different sides of the issues related to the project. I 
have also received some documents and news reports, though I must admit I do not have 
in-depth information as to all the challenges the project entails. I do enjoy a peek oftbe 
river from my upstairs balcony, but have enjoyed the fantastic views from GB3 and what 
I will term the Pinedale Dump (PD) Point. Some of those views during the year can be 
spectacular, especially this year with the river running and a visible snowpack late into 
our spring! Beautiful!!! 

From the information I have received, the Conservancy has a great deal of potential 
funding for the phase of the project between the Highway 41 river bridges to about the 
Palm/Nees Avenue area. One of the big issues is access to the river via the Palm/Nees 
area. The potential large costs and liability associated with the old dump area at the 
Palm/Nees area appears to be a big sticking point to this access though persons on 
various sides of the access issue agree it should be one of the access points. 

There are other issues, such as traffic the Riverview access point, safety and law 
enforcement access, and also the Conservancy's ability to pay for maintenance costs if 
the project is built. I am sure there are many other considerations, but I think those may 
be the basics. 

All parties should evaluate the total picture and try to determine if there is a positive 
result that can benefit all who may be recipients of what is proposed. As this is a 
taxpayer-funded project, how will the taxpayers' benefit be maximiz.ed and liabilities 
minimized? 

As I mentioned before, the view from the PD Point can be something amazing as can a 
walk along the river. What will it take to make those available to the general taxpaying 
public? How do we make that lemon dump into lemonade that all can enjoy? 

1 

Rl-33 

1 
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I look at that site and see an access point to the river, a viewing point, and a small park 
that can be useful as a public place, and a promotion point of how Fresno gets things 
done. Can you imagine taking corporate leaders considering Fresno for investment on a 
city tour that ends with a view of the River and Sierra? 

On the liability side, my first impression of hearing that the Conservancy was only going 
to use the Riverview Access (the 41 bridge access has limited value) was the potential of 
a choked access point if there were a fire or other calamity along or near the river. We 
really need all the access points for safety of those at the river and nearby homes and 
businesses. 

I want to suggest a possible course of action to determine if there is a public interest in 
the project and if there is an interest in long term funding of our local parks. 

First of all, I suggest that the City, and perhaps Fresno C-Ounty Board of Supervisors, 
enter into a partnership with the legal entity of the San Joaquin Conservancy to build the 
access street/bridge, Observation Point and Park at Palm and Nees. 

This would include the details for mitigating/resolving the dump issues, building an 
Observation Point and adjacent park and parking lot, widening the west side of Palm to 
the cul-de-sac, widening Nees west of Palm, and construction of a roadway/bridge to the 
river bottom. (See attached diagram of a possible layout). The roadway to the bottom 
could be one lane in each direction, with a bike lane and sidewalk on each side. It could 
be designed and built to blend in with the area and give access to the parking lot(s) 
planned for the river bottom. 

For this part of the project to go forward the agreement between the parties should be 
contingent on the necessary funding for construction of this portion of the project and for 
the maintenance, security, and other ongoing costs related to the entire River Access 
Project It may be that the Conservancy can share the costs of this access point in 
exchange for the City' s long-term maintenance of the park area. 

To serve the public interest and to meet part or all of the funding needs of this part of the 
project, to wit, the Palm/Nees Access point, Park and Observation Point, and future costs, 
I suggest the City of Fresno, and possibly other Cities in the county and County 
Government, place a "Measure P" (For Parks) on the ovember 2018 ballot that will 
provide for additional funding of parks pursuant to a sales tax of 1/10th to I/81h % for ten 
years, subject to voter renewal. 

For instance, we have had measures to improve our Libraries, Fresno Chaffee Zoo, and 
roads and transportation. I have voted for all of them because they benefit our 
community, we can see the benefits, and they must be renewed (they have sunsets). It 
gives the voters a way to approve/disapprove of those projects and how they are 
managed. 

2 
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Measure P could set up a tax authority similar to Measures C (Transportation) and Z 
(Zoo) now in operation with provisions for how the funds are distributed within the City 
and/or County of Fresno. The first income should go to funding the City's portion of this 
access project, though other funding sources could also contribute. Future income from 
the taxes would be distributed to all parks that are within the taxing district. It should 
mandate that the participating governments would not reduce the current funding percent 
of their budgets for their parks. 

As part of the agreement all parties would vigorously support Measure P. All parties 
would seek all possible funding sources to make sure the project and related River Access 
Project have sufficient funding for construction, maintenance, security, and other costs to 
make it an outstanding feature of Fresno's commitment to improving our environment 
and providing access to the public for all area parks. 

I believe there are many groups, clubs, organizations, and individual who would 
contribute to the funrung of this effort. Having been a Rotarian for 25 plus years I am 
sure that many groups would jump at the opportunity to assist with funding the project. 
They just need to know what it is about and a clear picture of what the final project wiJJ 
produce. A rendering of the view from the Observation Point showing the Sierra in 
springtime with picnickers, boaters, bikers, and people fishing below can bring in a lot of 
support. Rendering of improved neighborhood parks can bring in all areas of the city. 

We currently have three legs of support for progress in Fresno County. 
My family and friends have been beneficiaries of our public libraries where we now have 
wonderful facilities and online access, better roads and transportation access, and the 
fantastic Fresno Chaffee Zoo that we visit often as members. I also have been an avid 
softball player using city parks for over 50 years, and I can tell you they need a lot of 
work! 

Measure P can add a fourth leg of support to Fresno's infrastructure by providing the 
needed funding for all our local parks, and make the river access and observation easily 
available to everyone. We can make a big difference in our entire community welfare 
while making lemonade out oflernons ! ! ! 

Thank you again for your dedication to Fresno. 
Sincerely, 

R.L. Chip Putnam 
Superior Court Judge, Retired 
277 West Bluff Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93711 
559-431-5128 
chipputnam@comcast.net 

Attachment: Screen shot of area with a possible layout of improvements. 
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Cc: 

Ms. Esmeralda Soria 
Council Vice President, District 1 
Fresno City Hall 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Mr. Steve Brandau 
Councilmember, District 2 

Mr. Oliver L. Baines Ill 
Coundlmember, District 3 

Mr. Paul Caprioglio 
Counci!member District 4 

Mr. Luis Chavez 
Councilmember, District S 

Mr. Garry Bredefeld 
Councilmember, District 6 

Mr, Clint Olivier 
Councilmember, District 7 

Ms. Wilma Quan-Schecter 
Fresno City Manager 

Mr. Brian Pacheco 
Chairman 
Supervisor, District 1 
2281 Tulare St., #301 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Mr. Andreas Borgeas 
Supervisor, District 2 

Mr. Sal Quintero 
Vice Chairman 
Supervisor, District 3 

Mr. Buddy Mendes 
Supervisor, District 4 
Mr. Nathan Magsig 
Supervisor, District 5 

Mr. Bart Bohn, President 
Parkway Trust Board 
11605 Old Friant Road 
Presno, CA 93730 

Mr. Brett Frazier 
Madera County Supervisor and 
Vice Chairperson 
SJ River Conservancy 
200 W. 4lh St. #4 
Madera, CA 93637 

Mr. Paul Gibson 
1660 West Alluvial 
Fresno, CA 93711 

Mrs. Kristine Walter 
220 West Bluff Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93711 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
SJ River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Ms. Sharon Weaver 
San Joaquin Parkway and 
Conservation Trust, Inc. 
11605 5 Old Fria nt Road 
Fresno, CA 93730 

Mr. and Mrs. Tom Bohigian 
4817 N. Harrison 
Fresno, CA 93704 
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Number Key for Palm River Access 

Q) Observation Point @ Parking ~ Nees Avenue (!) Palm to Cul-de-sac ® Spano Park-current 
to be widened 

@ Spano Park Addition © New Road/Bridge ® Palm/Nees Intersection @ Entry Gate to River Access ®> Drainage basin to be 
to River Bottom Modified 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-33 

Response 

R. L. Chip Putnam
 

Septem
ber 19, 2017 

 This letter w
as copied to the C

onservancy during the public com
m

ent period for the Partially R
evised 

D
EIR

, and although it prim
arily addresses the issues of future operations and m

aintenance funding for 

the Parkw
ay, it touches on environm

ental im
pacts analyzed in the EIR

. The C
onservancy is treating this 

letter as a com
m

ent on the project. The public financing issues raised in the letter are not environm
ental 

im
pact issues and therefore are not analyzed in an EIR

 under C
EQ

A.  

R
I-33-1 

This com
m

ent discusses the potential risks associated w
ith previous use of the study area as 

landfill and recognizes the potential for public access through P
alm

 and N
ees avenues. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis considered six design alternatives to the 

proposed project including variations on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicular access, and 

parking lot locations. The analysis included hazardous m
aterials assessm

ents for areas 

associated w
ith past landfills, particularly for A

lternatives 5 and 5B (see Appendix F in Volum
e 

III of this FEIR
). M

itigation m
easures are included to address the potential for exposure to 

hazardous m
aterials. N

o further response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: 

M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives,” for m
ore inform

ation. 

R
I-33-2 

This com
m

enter expresses his opinion about som
e of the issues associated w

ith the 

proposed project and alternatives including traffic/access, public safety, and m
aintenance. 

The com
m

enter’s perspective is noted. See S
ection 3.17, “Transportation,” in Volum

e I of this 

FEIR
 for a discussion of the traffic im

pacts associated w
ith the proposed project. Project 

construction and operation w
ould not cause any studied roadw

ay segm
ent or intersection to 

operate below
 acceptable levels of service. For public safety and law

 enforcem
ent see 

Section 3.15, “Public Services,” in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, and see Section 5.6, “Alternative 1: 

Added Parking,” for a full evaluation of the R
iverview

 access (Alternative 1). Financial 

considerations are not part of a C
EQ

A
 EIR

 analysis.  

R
I-33-3 

The com
m

enter describes his opinion about the scenic view
s from

 the R
iver bluff and how

 it 

prom
otes a vision for an expanded recreational facility w

ith great potential, and encourages 

all parties to com
e to an agreem

ent that benefits the com
m

unity. 

This com
m

ent w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board for consideration during its 

deliberations on the project. N
o further response is required. S

ee Section 2.3.1, “M
aster 

R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

I 
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R
I-33-4 

The com
m

enter states his view
 that the project needs m

ultiple access points for em
ergency 

response vehicles. 

For a full evaluation of public safety and law
 enforcem

ent, see Section 3.15, “P
ublic 

Services,” in V
olum

e I of this FEIR
. The project site is located w

ithin an existing response 

area. The proposed project w
ould im

prove access to the R
iver by em

ergency first responders; 

the Perrin A
venue entrance and the R

iverview
 D

rive entrance w
ould be open to em

ergency 

response and enforcem
ent agencies. The m

ultiuse trail w
ould be paved and w

ould provide 

access for m
anagem

ent, em
ergency response, and policing.  

R
I-33-5 

This com
m

ent outlines a plan to place a new
 ballot m

easure to provide funding for public 

parks and P
arkw

ay facilities, including som
e associated w

ith the proposed project and 

vicinity. 

This com
m

ent speaks to the developm
ent of future revenues to support local parks and the 

Parkw
ay. These financial considerations are not part of the C

EQ
A review

 of environm
ental 

im
pacts. D

evelopm
ent of a secure source of operations and m

aintenance funding for the 

project w
ill be necessary before the project can be constructed and opened for public use. N

o 

further response is required. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the P
roject or 

Alternatives.” 
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LETTER RI-34: 
Rick Ransom, September 26, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ms.Marks; 

Rick Ransom <rick@brooksransom.com> 
Tuesday, September 26, 2017 2A1 PM 
Mellnda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEi R 

Rl-34 

I have taken the opportWJity to review the revised DEIR for the Fresno River West Project located near Palm & 
Kees Avenues. 

I would like to let you know that 1 appreciate the Conservancy working with the City of Fresno and allowi119 5 
to be fully explored. 

As a licensed Civil and Structural engineer I feel that the Palm and Nees access is the best solution to gain 
pllblic vehicular access to the river because: 

Alt SB has no significant and unavoidable effects, and should therefore be selected by the 
Conservancy. 

1 

Alt 1 (at Riverview) will have recogn1zed significant impacts. The Conservancy ·should not approve an I 2 
alternative with greater impacts than the project or Alt SB-. 

from the PRDEIR or the DEIR. 
The Conservancy should respect the City's 2035 General Plan update, as well as the land use 3 
documents for all tne other member agencies. 

Alt 1 at Riverview contemplates a signal or roundabout to mitigate traffic lmpacts. We need to know I 
what this entails, and how th fs will affect the surrounding properties, because we can't tell th is 

I support SB and hope that the Conservancy will select It as tne primary option for access, 

Respectfully submitted, 

id' Ransom. S E. I President/CEO I A Proud Eost Fresno Rotarian 
Brooks Ronsom Associotes I Consulting st/ucturol Engineers 

7415 N. Palm Ave . Suite 100 Fresno. CA 9371 1 
p:559.449.8444 x22s r. 559.449.8404 

1 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-34 

Response 

Rick Ransom
 

Septem
ber 26, 2017 

 R
I-34-1 

The com
m

enter states that he is appreciative that the C
onservancy w

orked w
ith the C

ity of 

Fresno to fully explore A
lternative 5B

, and that he feels that A
lternative 5B

 w
ould be the best 

option because it has no significant and unavoidable effects. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-34-2 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy should not approve A

lternative 1 because it has 

greater im
pacts than the proposed project or A

lternative 5B
. The com

m
enter states that the 

potential im
pacts of a signal or roundabout at the D

el M
ar A

venue/A
udubon D

rive intersection 

are not apparent in the E
IR

. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2.  

R
I-34-3 

This com
m

ent urges the C
onservancy to respect the policies of the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral 

P
lan and encourages adoption of A

lternative 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-3. The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 

5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration 

during deliberations on the project. 
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LETTER RI-35: 
Jim Richardson, September 26, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Melinda, 

Jim Richardson <j richardson@survint.com> 
Tuesday, September 26, 2017 5:22 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Rl-35 

I have had the opportunity to speak with you at several informational meetings. I appreciate the effort that is being 
made to reach a solution to provide greater access to the river bottom. 

My family fully supports Alt SB. Currently the traffic at Riverview/ Audubon is a real concern. 

Opening Riverview to the vehicle traffic associated with river bottom access would have a terrible impact of safety for 
our neighborhood . 

Respectfully, 

Jim Richardson 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-35 

Response 

Jim
 Richardson 

Septem
ber 26, 2017 

 R
I-35-1 

This com
m

ent supports A
lternative 5B

 and indicates that existing traffic in the area is a 

concern, and states that inclusion of vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive as envisioned 

by A
lternative 1 w

ould be disruptive to the area. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for selection of A
lternative 5B

 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be 

sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for consideration during its deliberations on the project. See 

Section 3.15 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for the evaluation of public services. The proposed 

project w
ould im

prove access to the R
iver by em

ergency first responders.  
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LETTER RI-36: 
Susan Schweda, September 29, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Susan Schweda <sweetsusan@att.net> 
Friday, September 29, 2017 9:46 AM 
Melinda Marks 
Kristine Walter 

Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Rl-36 

Good Morning Melinda! 
Thank you for working with the City of Fresno on examining the feasibility of option 58. I 
I feel this is the best option for everyone involved. 1 
58 has not only no significant effects but it is consistent with the City's 2035 General Plan. 
On the other hand, Alternative 1 at Riverview will have significant impacts on a residential I 

2 neighborhood, where 58 is at an existing commercial development. 
I am confident that the Conservancy will select 58 as the leading option for river access. 
Thank you for your time! 

Susan Lee Schweda 
360 West Hagler Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93711 
559-246-3266 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-36 

Response 

Susan Schweda 
Septem

ber 29, 2017 

 R
I-36-1 

This com
m

ent expresses appreciation to the C
onservancy for w

orking w
ith the C

ity of Fresno 

to fully explore A
lternative 5B

, and supports A
lternative 5B

 because it has no significant 

im
pacts.  

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1 regarding the analysis of Alternative 5B. The com
m

enter’s 

preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-36-2 

This com
m

ent states that A
lternative 1 w

ould im
pact a residential neighborhood, and 

encourages the C
onservancy to select A

lternative 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2 regarding the EIR
 analysis of traffic im

pacts associated 

w
ith Alternative 1. The com

m
enter’s preference is noted. This inform

ation w
ill be sent to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project. S
ee also 

Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 
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LETTER RI-37: 
Michelle Hanrahan Shafer, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

October 3, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

John and Michelle Shafer <thebradybunch@comcast.net> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 7:44 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Rl-37 

I'm writing to provide comments on the River West Fresno DEIR. My comments focus on how access will be provided to 
the project site. 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with all three potential access points 
included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 
2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as Alternative 1 
3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

I strongly encourage the Board to approve the DEIR with all of these access points included. By including all three acces 
points (Perrin Avenue undercrossing accessible from Madera County on the Old Highway 41, Riverview Drive, and Palm 
and Nees), people throughout the Fresno-Madera Metropolitan Region will have equitable access to the project site. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Hanrahan Shafer 

Runner, biker and Board Member of Tree Fresno 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-37 

Response 

Michelle Hanrahan Shafer 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-37-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5)—
to provide equitable access to the project site. 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 
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LETTER RI-38: 
Laura Silberman, October 2, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Conservancy 

Laura < lauraferrol@sbcg lobal.net > 
Monday, October 2, 2017 10:23 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Laura Silberman 
San Joaquin River 

I urge you to approve the revised DEIR and Alternatives 1 and 2. 

Rl-38 

I look forward to being able to wheel my special needs granddaughter Along the banks of the San Joaquin River, with her 
older sister walking along side. They love The out of doors and there are few places with 
wheelchair access, for them to enjoy together. I'm hoping t hat though 1 
my children, ages 31 and 34, aren't very familiar with our river, that access will become Available for our grandchildren, 
and that they will carry the 
love of The San Joaquin River into their adult lives and into t he future . 

Please do what is right for our special needs ch ildren and adults. 
Thank you, Laura Silberman. 

Sent from my iPad 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-38 

Response 

Laura Silberm
an 

October 2, 2017 

 R
I-38-1 

This com
m

ent urges the C
onservancy to support the project w

ith additional access provided 

by A
lternative 1, along w

ith A
lternative 2, to m

axim
ize public access for all residents, including 

special-needs children. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for Alternatives 1 and 2 is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to 

the C
onservancy’s B

oard for consideration during its deliberations on the project. N
o further 

response is required. See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 
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LETTER RI-39: 
Susan Staicer, October 2, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ms. Marks 

Sue Sta <stasuev@gmai l.com> 
Monday, October 2, 2017 4:54 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Rl-39 

I'd like to thank the Conservancy for allowing Alt 58 to be t:Xplored forther. I feel it's the best option for publicI 
vehicuJar access to the river: 1 

l) Alt SB has no significant impacts unlike Alt I (Riverview) which has recognized impacts. 
2) Alt 1 (Riverview) will require some mitigation of traffic impacts but there is no infonnation in the PR.DEIR! 

or DBJR witb details of the proposaJ(s) and the impact on surrounding properties and their homeowners. 

I support SB as a viable and better alternative to Alt I (Riverview) for everyone. Please consider all the impacts 
and choose SB for vehicular access to the river. 

Thank you, 
Susan Staicer 
232 W Brier Circle 
Fresno, CA 93711 
559.824.6572 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-39 

Response 

Susan Staicer 
October 2, 2017 

 R
I-39-1 

This com
m

ent expresses appreciation to the C
onservancy for w

orking w
ith the C

ity of Fresno 

to explore A
lternative 5B

, and m
aintains that this alternative is the best option because it has 

no significant im
pacts. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2A. The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be sent to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-39-2 

This com
m

ent states that A
lternative 1 w

ill require m
itigation for traffic im

pacts, but that there 

are no details in the E
IR

 about the proposal or im
pacts on hom

eow
ners. The com

m
enter 

encourages the C
onservancy to select A

lternative 5B
.  

See responses to C
om

m
ents R

I-2-2 and R
I-2-3. The com

m
enter’s preference for selection of 

Alternative 5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be sent to the C
onservancy’s B

oard for its 

consideration during deliberations on the project. 
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LETTER RI-40: 
Clare Statham, October 2, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

October 2, 2017 

Clare Statham <stathamolin@sbcglobal.net> 

Monday, October 2, 2017 10:37 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Comments on the Revised Draft Environmenta l Report 

Comments on the Revised Draft Environmental lmpact Report for the River Wesl Eaton Trail Extension 

Members of the Board: 

Rl-40 

I agreed with the board ' s decision to study the feasibility of Alternative 5B. Having studied that feasibility, the Revised DEJR presents 
infonnation that makes clear the board's next step. It should approve the DETR and adopt Alternatives I and 2. 

The reason for approving the DETR with Alternatives I and 2 are listed below. 

I. It's time for the trail extension project to move forward. The citizens of Fresno and Madera counties have waited fourteen years for 
the Eaton Trail extension and for access to this public land. This wait has deprived them of years of outdoor recreational opportunities. 
The land belongs to the public. The people have a right to use it. 

2. Vehicle access from the Fresno side of the river is essential. The Revised DEIR states most people will access River West by car, 
and most of these people will approach from the Fresno metropolitan area. Requiring every vehicle trip originating south of the river 
to go to Children's Boulevard and return via R4 I will discourage use, increase transportation co ts, waste time, and contribute to air 
pollution. 

3. The Revised DEIR makes clear that West Riverview Drive is the logical access point for additional parking. West Riverview Drive 
was engineered to carry traffic 10 a subdivision that was not built. An aC{;eSS road already exist on Conservancy property. The only 
caveat cited in the Revised DETR is that a change in traffic control i needed at Del Mar and Audubon. The power to make traffic 
control decisions belongs to the City, not the Conservancy; but a light for this intersection is currently on the City' s Priority 1 list. 
Furthermore, the City has shown by it willingness to pay for the 5B study that it has a renewed interest in cooperating with the 
Conservancy and advancing the River West project. 

1 

2 

4. The fact that Alternative I does not comply with the City's General Plan is not relevant. The Plan's statement about vehicle access I 3 
at West Riverview Drive demonstrates only that those who oppose such acce · succeeded in having their ,vishes incorporated into the 
General Plan. This short passage serve the interests of a few people while impeding the development of a regional amenity that will 
benefit tens of thousands. Its inclusion in the General Plan is an example of political influence, not urban planning. 

5. Alternative 2 provides a better location for the trail extension. This alternative, unlil--e Alternative 3, complies with the Parkway I 
Master Plan and would protect the trail from costly damage during high water years. 4 

6. The Revised DEIR clearly hows the infeasibility of Alternative 5B. Bluff instability, potential water quality is ue , the length and 
consequent expense of the road, and the impact on Spano park are some of the problems cited. 

But most significant is the issue of disturbing landfill containing hazardou materials during the construction of 58. The 
Conservancy would be required to have a Phase TT Environmental Site Assessment as well as a Post Clo~-ure Land Use Plan prepared 
and would not be allowed to acquire the land from the private owner until all mitigations were completed: "the (mitigation] plan shall 5 
be implemented before the Conservancy acquires the land for the Parkway project" (Page 5-53). ln other words, 5B relies on the 
willingness of a private land owner to undertake the expense of a significant environmental cleanup before the Conservancy could 
acquire the land. Such a mitigation has little likelihood of becoming reality. ln comparison, Alternative I requires the Conservancy to 
work with the City to put in a traffic signal. 

A:COM 
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7. The benefits of SB being near a bus route are minimal. Bus riders would take a path leading down from Spano Park. The Revised 15 
DEIR states the path would have a 10% grade, a steep grade for walkers or cyclists, a dangerous or impossible grade for those in a 
wheelchair. Furthermore, the Revised DEfR repeatedly states that most users of River West will arrive by car, showing that proximity ( cont) 
to a bus route should not be the primary planning consideration. 

[n clo ing, I am concerned by the Revi ed DEIR 's selective inclusion and omission of facts in 5.13 Comparison of Alternatives. I 
Despite a finding that the traffic control issue at Audubon and Del Mar could be easily mitigated, the focus in 5.13 is on the 6 
Conservancy's lack of jurisdiction to make this mitigation happen. 

Tbc evaluation for SB, in contrast, promotes the conclusion tbat problems far more significant than those in Alternative 1 can be I 
satisfactorily mitigated. The reality that the power to carry out these mitigations lies with the City, the Fresno Metropolitan Flood 7 
Control District, and, most importantly, with a private property owner is not emphasized. 

it requires negotiations over easements; it requires the City to alter its Bluff Protection Ordinance; it could affect water quality, S 

The facts of the Revised DEIR arc clear: Alternative I requires the City to agree to install a traffic light. Alternative SB requires a I 
private landowner to undertake an as-yet-undetermined but predictably significant expense to clean up a hazardous materials landfill ; 

potentially destabilize the bluff, and even after mitigations disturb hazardous materials thereby leading to a shut down of the project. 

You, the Conservancy board members, are the public's representatives. We cannot act for ourselvc . I urge you to do the right thing 
and approve the DEIR with Alternatives ahd 2 and help Fresno build a first-class recreational amenity. 

Sincerely, 

Clare Statham 

2 
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7. The benefits of5B being near a bus route are minimal. Bus riders would take a path leading down from Spano Park. The Revised 15 
DEIR states the path would have a I 0% grade, a steep grade for walkers or cyclists, a dangerous or impossible grade for those in a 
wheelchair. Furthermore, the Revised DEIR repeatedly states that most users of River West will arrive by car, showing that proximity ( cont) 
to a bus route should not be the primary planning consideration. 

In closing, I am concerned by the Revised DEIR' s selective inclusion and omission of facts in 5.13 Comparison of Alternatives. I 
Despite a finding that the traffic control issue at Audubon and Del Mar could be easily mitigated, the focus in 5 .13 is on the 6 
Conservancy' s lack of jurisdiction to make this mitigation happen. 

The evaluation for 5B, in contrast, promotes the conclusion that problems far more significant than those in Alternative I can be I 
satisfactorily mitigated. The reality that the power to carry out these mitigations lies with the City, the Fresno Metropolitan Flood 7 
Control District, and, most importantly, with a private property owner is not emphasized. 

it requires negotiations over easements; it requires the City to alter its Bluff Protection Ordinance; it could affect water quality, B 

The facts of the Revised DEIR are clear: Alternative I requires the City to agree to install a traffic light. Alternative 5B requires a l 
private landowner to undertake an as-yet-undetermined but predictably significant expense to clean up a hazardous materials landfill ; 

potentially destabilize the bluff, and even after mitigations disturb hazardous materials thereby leading to a shut down of the project. 

You, the Conservancy board members, are the public' s representatives. We cannot act for ourselves. I urge you to do the right thing 
and approve the DEIR with Alternatives ahd 2 and help Fresno build a first-class recreational amenity. 

Sincerely, 

Clare Statham 

2 
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Letter 
RI-40 

Response 

Clare Statham
 

October 2, 2017 

 R
I-40-1 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy’s B

oard should adopt A
lternatives 1 and 2 to 

m
ove the trail project forw

ard, and supports providing access from
 the Fresno side and not 

contributing to air quality im
pacts. 

D
EIR

 Section 3.4 (see V
olum

e I of this FEIR
) evaluated project-related im

pacts on air quality, 

and found that the proposed project w
ould not create a significant air quality im

pact. Section 

3.17, “Transportation,” found that the proposed project w
ould not result in a significant im

pact 

on any studied roadw
ay segm

ent or intersection.  

The EIR
 analysis found that the proposed project w

ould im
prove existing vehicular access to 

the R
iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-road parking area off Perrin Avenue for 

up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities.  

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for approval of A
lternatives 1 and 2 is noted. This inform

ation 

w
ill be sent to the C

onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the 

project.  

R
I-40-2 

This com
m

ent states that vehicular access at W
est R

iverview
 D

rive is the best option to 

m
axim

ize public access to the R
iver. It notes that the C

ity of Fresno is aw
are of a need to 

m
ake intersection im

provem
ents at D

el M
ar A

venue and A
udubon D

rive in the future and has 

show
n an interest in cooperating w

ith the C
onservancy to m

ove the trail extension project 

forw
ard. 

I 
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See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-40-1 above. See also response to C
om

m
ent R

I-1-2 for m
ore 

inform
ation regarding w

hat w
ould be required to m

itigate identified traffic im
pacts associated 

w
ith Alternative 1.  

R
I-40-3 

The com
m

enter states that A
lternative 1’s noncom

pliance w
ith the C

ity G
eneral P

lan is 

irrelevant and expresses an opinion that lim
itations in the G

eneral P
lan on vehicular access at 

W
est R

iverview
 D

rive are the result of influence by a sm
all group of hom

eow
ners.  

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, 

no further response is required. S
ee Section 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.” 

R
I-40-4 

The com
m

enter states that A
lternative 2 provides a better location for a trail extension and 

unlike A
lternative 3, com

plies w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay M

aster P
lan and avoids dam

age to 

the trail during periods of high w
ater flow

.  

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the Bluff Trail A
lignm

ent 

(Alternative 2) and the proposed project w
ould place the alignm

ent aw
ay from

 the R
iver and 

reduce potential im
pacts on riparian habitat and disturbance on the floodplain. A

lternative 2 

and the proposed project w
ere found to have sim

ilar im
pacts and require equivalent 

m
itigation. As noted by the com

m
enter, Alternative 3 w

ould place the trail close to the R
iver, 

but w
ould conflict w

ith policies of the Parkw
ay M

aster Plan, a significant unavoidable im
pact, 

and w
ould require m

itigation beyond that needed for the proposed project. S
ee Table 5.12-1 

in Volum
e I of this FEIR

 for a com
parison of the alternatives. 

R
I-40-5 

The com
m

enter states that A
lternative 5B

 is infeasible because of the potential for bluff 

instability, w
ater quality–related concerns, the expense of the road construction, and the 

im
pact on S

pano P
ark. M

ost im
portantly, the A

lternative 5B
 alignm

ent w
ould result in the 

potential to disturb landfills and could expose w
orkers and visitors to hazardous m

aterials. 

The m
itigation to address this potential im

pact relies on landow
ners to undertake the cleanup 

before the C
onservancy w

ould acquire the land, w
hich m

akes this alternative unlikely to ever 

becom
e a reality. The com

m
enter states that, in com

parison, A
lternative 1 w

ould require a 

traffic signal. The com
m

enter also states that the benefits of public transit for A
lternative 5B

 

are m
inim

al because visitors w
ho arrive by public transit m

ust w
alk dow

n a steep grade, 

w
hich is difficult for pedestrians and im

possible for those w
ith disabilities.  

A feasibility study by Blair, C
hurch &

 Flynn entitled P
alm

 B
luffs R

iver A
ccess S

chem
atic 

D
esign R

eport, dated A
ugust 3, 2017 (see Appendix I in Volum

e III of this FEIR
), w

as 

prepared to address the potential feasibility of constructing A
lternative 5B

. B
ased on the 

I 
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inform
ation in that study, along w

ith the environm
ental analysis in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, 

Alternative 5B does represent a potentially feasible alternative. The C
onservancy notes that 

Alternative 5B w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those identified for the 

proposed project, and w
ould require rem

ediation of landfill w
astes to the satisfaction of 

regulatory agencies and the acquisition of private land from
 w

illing sellers and on m
utually 

agreeable term
s.  

The C
onservancy seeks to m

eet the goals and policies of the P
arkw

ay M
aster Plan, w

hich 

prom
ote public access to P

arkw
ay lands along the R

iver for all residents, including those w
ho 

travel by public transit.  

In term
s of the feasibility of Alternative 5B, for an alternative to be exam

ined in an EIR
, it need 

only be potentially feasible. (State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, Section 15126.6[a].) The E

IR
 analysis of 

alternatives provides inform
ation to allow

 the decision-m
akers to m

ake an inform
ed decision 

about providing additional access opportunities w
hile balancing the environm

ental im
pacts. 

Based on this inform
ation, and other inform

ation in the record, the C
onservancy’s Board w

ill 

exercise its discretion to decide w
hether one of these alternatives is ultim

ately feasible.  

R
I-40-6 

This com
m

enter states that S
ection 5.13, “C

om
parison of A

lternatives,” is selective and om
its 

facts. The com
m

enter is concerned that the C
onservancy is not taking responsibility for 

im
plem

entation of the m
itigation required to address traffic im

pacts associated w
ith 

A
lternative 1. 

As discussed in Section 5.6.19, “C
um

ulative Im
pacts,” in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, it is beyond 

the ability of the C
onservancy to design and construct a traffic im

provem
ent at the intersection 

of D
el M

ar A
venue and Audubon D

rive; that is the responsibility of the C
ity of Fresno. 

C
onsistent w

ith Section 15091(a)(2) of the State C
EQ

A G
uidelines, the C

onservancy finds 

that these im
provem

ents are w
ithin the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 

agency, and not the C
onservancy. The C

ity of Fresno has included the traffic signal in its 

traffic im
provem

ent plans, but it is beyond the ability of the C
onservancy to ensure that such 

im
provem

ents w
ill occur. S

ee also response to C
om

m
ent R

I-1-3.  

R
I-40-7 

The com
m

enter states that A
lternative 5B

 also requires additional m
itigation to address 

issues and that responsibility also lies outside the jurisdiction of the C
onservancy for that 

alternative, but that this is not em
phasized.  

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis does explain and fully disclose that 

additional m
itigation is required for A

lternative 5B
, including to address inconsistency w

ith the 

C
ity of Fresno B

luff Protection O
verlay D

istrict, exposure to hazardous m
aterials, and loss of 

I 
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m
ature sycam

ore trees. The C
ity of Fresno has expressed a w

illingness to process a variance 

from
 the Bluff Protection O

verlay D
istrict (see letter R

L-1), so the C
EQ

A-required finding 

outlined above in response to C
om

m
ent R

I-40-6 is not necessary. 

M
itigation for the potential hazards associated w

ith the landfill w
ould occur consistent w

ith the 

C
onservancy’s real property acquisition process. M

itigation M
easure Alt. 5B–H

azards and 

H
azardous M

aterials–1 calls for the C
onservancy to obtain a Phase II investigation to 

determ
ine the need and extent of any rem

edial activities required and identify project design 

features needed to assure hum
an and environm

ental health and safety. The C
onservancy 

m
ust also obtain a postclosure plan for review

 and approval by the C
ounty of Fresno 

D
epartm

ent of Public H
ealth and C

entral Valley R
egional W

ater Q
uality C

ontrol B
oard. The 

m
itigation does require that the postclosure land use plan m

ust be im
plem

ented before the 

C
onservancy acquires the affected land for the project. The EIR

 recognizes and discloses 

that the C
onservancy w

ould be responsible for ensuring that these investigations, plans, and 

any rem
edial m

easures are approved by the regulatory agencies and com
pleted before the 

land m
ay be acquired by the C

onservancy and the project m
ay be im

plem
ented. 

W
ith regard to hydrology under either the proposed project or A

lternative 5B, for any project 

im
provem

ents to occur w
ithin the State-designated floodw

ay, the C
onservancy m

ust perform
 

hydraulic studies in accordance w
ith applicable floodplain m

anagem
ent regulations; m

ust 

prepare an encroachm
ent perm

it application; and m
ust obtain an encroachm

ent perm
it from

 

the C
entral V

alley Flood Protection Board before construction begins. An encroachm
ent 

perm
it is a m

inisterial action that does not require discretion on part of the C
V

FP
B. It is 

reasonable to conclude that the C
onservancy w

ill be able to obtain the required perm
it, and a 

finding such as that discussed in response to C
om

m
ent R

I-40-6 is not necessary. 

The EIR
 also discloses (see Volum

e I of this FEIR
) that A

lternative 5B
 w

ould require acquiring 

land from
 a w

illing seller on m
utually agreeable term

s. The C
onservancy has received a letter 

from
 the landow

ner expressing w
illingness to sell the private land w

ithin the Alternative 5B
 

site.  

R
I-40-8 

The com
m

enter sum
s up the com

m
ents by noting com

parisons betw
een A

lternatives 1 and 5 

and expressing the opinion that A
lternative 1 presents few

er issues.  

See responses to C
om

m
ents R

I-40-1 through R
I-40-7, above. This com

m
ent is not directed at 

the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, no further response is required.  
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LETTER RI-41: 
Carol Van Dyne, September 28, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Melinda: 

Carol VanDyne <rn_carol@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, September 28, 2017 2:42 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Re: San Joaquin River Park Way 

I work with senior citizens and take them on outings to the parks. They would love to go to the river bottom but 

Rl-41 

are unable to ambulate the long distances to the water if you set up the entrance at Del Mar. The entrance at Palm 
Avenue would be ideal since the parking lot would be right down at the rivers edge. 

Please don't restrict the pleasure of our beautiful scenic river from our older senior community and and disabled c~izen 
who could benefit greatly from this type of outing. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Carol Van Dyne RN 
5777 N. Fresno Street Ste 102 
Fresno, CA 93710 

(559) 307-2288 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-41 

Response 

Carol Van Dyne 
Septem

ber 28, 2017 

 R
I-41-1 

This com
m

ent supports a trail alignm
ent that w

ould include a parking lot at the R
iver bottom

, 

such as at the end of the P
alm

 and N
ees avenues access road, so that seniors and others 

w
ith lim

ited m
obility m

ay enjoy the natural resources along the R
iver’s edge. 

See Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” The design 

preference expressed in this com
m

ent is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be provided to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project.  
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LETTER RI-42: 
Gerald Vinnard, September 23, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ms. Melinda Marks, ExecU1ive Director 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Re: 

gerald v innard <gvinnard@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, September 23, 2017 5:48 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated 'DEi R 

'September 23', 2017 

2612 W. Sierra /we. 
Fresno, CA 93711 
(559)431-5780 

<gw,nan:1@ootmall.com;,. 

Comments re: Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Rl-42 

Gerald D. Vi~nard 

Thank you far inv~ing comment on ihe Partfally Revised Circulated Draft En'<ironmental Impact Report for the extension of the Eaton Trail ,to thel 
west ol Hwy. 41 . The chang~ to the DEIR seem lo relate prirnarlly to access AllemaUve 58, so this letter will address that proposal. 

The lelal'ive convenience of !he. three proposed access points Is probably nol very lmportanl, as It depends on one's· starting point. Aocess at 1 
Perrin is more convenient for visitors coming from Madera and probab1y for people coming fro"' Clovis and northeast Fresno. whlleAllernatlve 
58 Is more. convenient for most visitors coming from northwest Fresno. Visitors coming from south of Shaw Avenue would pratlably prefer U,e. 
Perrin access polnL as they Will already be on Freeway 41 . 

grading and strong retaining walls will be necessary. Al Perrin and Riverview/Dal Mar, on the other )1and, roost grading has already been 

It appears, even to one without engineering expertise, that Ailemative 5B will be much more difficull and expensive to build and maintain tMn I 
the access altematlves al Perrin and Riverview/Del Mar. The bluff' at the SB location Is steep and the space fs confined, so that extensive 

completed and some paving 1s in place. It Is hard to believe that ~he proposed road at 5B can be built without some damage to Spano Parll. The 2 
limited space available will leave IIWe room for st1oylders, leading to potential conflicts wtth blcycllsts and pedestrians using the road .. 

It seems unlikely that Aloomatlve 5B would be ,Seriously considered lor trailhead parking, If there were no political conslderattons tnvolved. 

Alternative 5B does offer the advantage of e large, paved pari<.ing lot with convenient access 1o the bank or the San Joaquin River - a first for I 
the City of Fresno. 1ft will be much more popular for weler-t>ased actlViUes than !or trail access. This sugges1s some lhings to consider. 

The parking lot proposed may prove to be loo small during, summer monlhs. Some arrangemenlS should be made for overflow parking, 3 
pertJaps on the dirt near the parlling lot. 

Visitors are going to wanl to wade, swim and play In the waler, wtiemer or not signs permit or pmhibil lt,ose activities. The Perrin and Oat I 
Mar/Riverview access points. on the other hand, are too far from the River to be useful for waler-based recreation , The section of the River 
near the proposed parking lo1is relat;vely calm. but short distances upstream and downstream there are sections of swift waler and 4 
overhanging brush. Consideration should be g1ven to posting a lifeguard in the area, at fe.ist on weekends. It would also be desirable to grade 
a(eas for wading and boat launah1ng, 

Vending near the proposed parking lot should be considered, even though \hat activity may '1()1 be consistent with Conservancy policies and I 
goals. Without It, there will be increased traffic between the pari<.lng area and the .businesses in the Palm/Nees area, leading to congeslion on 5 
the access road and nearby surface streets, and possibly connicts over parking. 

There wlll Ile a greater need for restrooms at the Alternative 5B parldn,g area than at either Pe,rin or Del Mar/Riverview. Most visitors pari<lng aI 
Perrin or Del Mar/RTverview. will be Jeaving the area to use the trail system, While many visitors arriving at the Allernalfve 5B parking area <1re 
likely lo remain there In or'der to take advantage of the River. 

In sum-, AJtemative 5B makes sense if, and only if, the Cfty of Fresno ia prepared to operate a neavily iJWd riversfde park in !hat area. If ths 
access poinris intended primarily for trail users. etther the Perrin or the Del MarlRNervfew access po1nt would be a much better alternatiVe. 

Thank you for· considering these oomments. 

Respectfully, 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-42 

Response 

Gerald Vinnard 
Septem

ber 23, 2017 

 R
I-42-1 

The com
m

enter expresses an opinion about the relative convenience of three of the access 

points evaluated in the E
IR

.  

This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 analysis; therefore, 

no further response is required. S
ee Section 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or 

Alternatives.”  

R
I-42-2 

The com
m

enter states that A
lternative 5B

 appears to be m
ore difficult to build than the 

proposed project because of the need to construct a road across steep terrain. A
lternative 5B

 

also is m
ore disruptive to the existing S

pano P
ark and is likely to result in a narrow

 trail w
ith 

lim
ited room

 available for shoulders, w
hich could result in conflicts betw

een bicyclists and 

pedestrians. In contrast, the proposed project and R
iverview

 D
rive (A

lternative 1) w
ould 

provide parking at a location w
here the grading is m

ostly com
plete and som

e pavem
ent is in 

place. 

A feasibility study by Blair, C
hurch &

 Flynn entitled P
alm

 B
luffs R

iver A
ccess S

chem
atic 

D
esign R

eport, dated A
ugust 3, 2017 (see Appendix I in Volum

e III of this FEIR
), concluded 

that Alternative 5B does represent a potentially feasible alternative. See Figure 5-13, 

“Alternative 5B A
lignm

ent,” for a depiction of the trail cross section. Sufficient w
idth w

ould be 

provided to reduce conflicts betw
een users. Based on this inform

ation and other inform
ation 

in the record, the C
onservancy’s Board w

ill exercise its discretion to decide w
hether one of 

the alternatives is ultim
ately feasible.  

R
I-43-3 

The com
m

enter states that A
lternative 5B

 offers a large, paved parking lot w
ith convenient 

access to the R
iver. It w

ill be m
ore popular for visitors w

ho w
ant to access the R

iver than for 

trail users; for this reason, consideration should be given to overflow
 parking. 

The EIR
 analysis found that the proposed project w

ould im
prove existing vehicular access by 

providing safe, off-road parking at P
errin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, in an area presently 

used as an inform
al parking location. The proposed project’s parking area w

ould supplem
ent 

the current de-facto parking supply along the existing and proposed trail alignm
ent, and is 

designed to provide for the desired level of use to m
eet low

-im
pact recreation needs w

hile 

also protecting natural resources. Alternative 5B w
ould add a parking area and increase 

parking capacity in another area of the project site. Although there are no published parking 

dem
and rates for w

alking trail facilities, the traffic study’s assum
ption of three tim

es parking 

I 
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turnover is a reasonable assum
ption in estim

ating the project’s parking dem
and. O

ptions for 

public transit, w
hile lim

ited, are also available, including R
outes 26 and 30 of the Fresno Area 

Express, w
hich run at 30-m

inute and 20-m
inute intervals, respectively, during w

eekdays.  

R
I-43-4 

The com
m

enter states that the location of parking under the proposed project and 

A
lternative 1 are not near the R

iver for those seeking w
ater-based recreation. H

ow
ever, 

im
proved accessibility could result in an increase in visitors w

ho w
ant to sw

im
, regardless of 

w
hether signs are posted to discourage the activity; therefore, consideration should be given 

to posting a lifeguard. 

See Section 2.5.1, “Project M
anagem

ent, O
perations, and M

aintenance,” in Volum
e I of this 

FEIR
. The project design includes signage to direct trail users to stay on the trail and prohibit 

certain activities. This com
m

ent is not directed at the adequacy or com
pleteness of the EIR

 

analysis; therefore, no further response is required. S
ee Section 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: 

M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.”  

R
I-43-5 

The com
m

enter states that vending should be considered for the proposed parking lot; 

otherw
ise, operation could increase vehicle trips betw

een the businesses located near P
alm

 

and N
ees avenues and the lot, causing congestion.  

The com
m

enter’s request to allow
 vending at the project parking area(s) is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be provided to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during 

deliberations on the project. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster R
esponse: M

erits of the P
roject or 

Alternatives.”  

R
I-43-6 

The com
m

enter states that the need for restroom
s w

ill be greater for A
lternative 5B

 than for 

the proposed project. The com
m

enter believes m
ost visitors w

ho park at P
errin A

venue w
ould 

be using the trail system
, w

hile those arriving at the lot constructed as part of A
lternative 5B

 

w
ould stay longer to take advantage of w

ater-based recreational activities. The com
m

enter 

believes that A
lternative 5B

 w
ould result in a m

ore heavily utilized R
iver w

hile the proposed 

project w
ould appeal m

ore to trail users.  

The Alternative 5B parking area as proposed w
ould include a restroom

. See S
ection 2.3.1, 

“M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-43: 
Kristine Walter, October 3, 2017

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

KristTne Walter <kwalter@wheelhousestrategies.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 5:22 PM 
Melinda Marks 
"Partially Revised Circulated DEIR" 
PRDEIR response 10.3.17.pdf 

Resending with the corrected subject line. 

From: Kristine Walter 
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 5:20 PM 
To: melinda.marks@sjrc.ca.gov 
Subject: River West Fresno, Eaton Trail Extension PRDEIR 

Rl-43 

Please find attached, my comments in response to the River West Fresno, Eaton Trail Extension PRDEIR 
Thank you, 
Kristine Walter 

,1/ 

Wheelhouse~F Strategies 
205 E. RJver Park Circle, Suite 410 • Fresno, CA 93720 

www.wheelhousestrategies.com 

A:COM 
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October 3, 2017 

Melinda Marks 
ExecuUve Officer 

Kristine Walter 
220 West Bluff Avenue 

Fresno, California 93711 

San Joaquin RiverConservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Sent via email to meh[l,da marks@sjrc.ca.gov 

Re~ River West Fresno, Eaton Trail Extension PRDEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

First. I want to thank you and your Conservancy staff for the teamwork exhibited with the City of 
Fresno in preparing the Eaton Trail Extension PRDEIR and finally allowing the opportunity for 
Alternative 5B to be fully explored , It was refreshing to hear at the August 9 meeting that the 
process put in place (and which seemed that at least some in attendance was rooting for 
failure) , actually worked out well and provided for the opportunity to correct some earlier 
insufficiencies. A better product all around is I think how you characterized it. I a_greel Great to 
have demonstrated what mutual respect and teamwork can accomplish and I sincerely hope 
that continues. 

Not surprisingly, I am advocating for the acceptance of inclusion of 5B for the Conservancy's 
vote In December. My reesons are not new, and actually are reinforced with the PRDEIR 
submitted. 

Alternative 58 is the most Viable option tor an expedient access point for the river project.. 
• It's a logical location. 
• It's connected to commercial development with existing signalization. 
• Property is held by the City of Fresno and a Wllllng landowner. 

Additionally, as Richard Sloan of River Tree Volunteers testified to, Alternative 5B also provides 
the best access to the river. Unlike any other alternative being presented, SB provides both 
access to the river and to the ponds and is at grade level for 'putting in' river craft. 

lt is also a locaUon that all stakeholders can support AND addresses the access proximity issue 
presented in the first EIR regarding the community or Pinedale. 5B ls far more convenient for a 
community whose beritage is closely tied to the river. 
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Altemative 3 provides access trails as feasibly possible near and along the river and expands 
the trail locations. That is at the heart of what people are Intending to access when on the river 
bottom-the river. 

Alternative 5b and Alternative 3, taken together would provide an enviable project and could 
likely win the support of all stakeholders to move the project to completion expeditiously. 

On the other hand, I remain concerned that Alternative 1 continues to be promoted in direct 
conflict to the City of Fresno's plans and wishes. I fear that adopting this alternative could very 
well erode the current good will demonstrated recently. 

Since Operations and Maintenance funds will be a key central issue to executing on any 
alternative being adopted, I caution that any successful local measure will require the City of 
Fresno's full support. Continuing to advocate for a position that challenges their General Plan 
and land use authority would seem to be contradictory to success and could further delay the 
entire project. Something none of us want to happen. 

2 

3 
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Letter 
RI-43 

Response 

Kristine W
alter 

October 3, 2017 

 R
I-43-1 

This com
m

ent com
m

ends the C
onservancy for collaborating w

ith the C
ity of Fresno to 

evaluate A
lternative 5B

 and recirculate the E
IR

 for public review
 so that A

lternative 5B
 w

as 

fully explored. This com
m

ent supports selection of A
lternative 5B

 because of the connection 

to nearby com
m

ercial uses and a m
ajor roadw

ay system
 w

ith existing traffic control, and 

states that the property is ow
ned by the C

ity of Fresno and a landow
ner is w

illing to 

participate. A
lternative 5B

 also provides the best R
iver access for those interested in w

ater-

related activities. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be provided to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the 

project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-43-2 

The com
m

enter states that A
lternative 3 represents a trail alignm

ent that best m
eets the 

desire of residents to access the R
iver. A

lternative 3 com
bined w

ith A
lternative 5B

 w
ould 

provide a project that w
ould likely receive the support of all stakeholders.  

In the C
onservancy’s constraints analysis for this project (2011), the C

onservancy identified 

constraints at the project site related to flooding and flood regulation; natural resources 

conservation; and buffers from
 the R

iver, riparian habitat, and existing residences, am
ong 

others.  

The proposed project includes a m
ultiuse trail and pedestrian trails to the R

iver bank, 

designed to overcom
e constraints w

hile achieving trail access to the R
iver to the greatest 

extent possible as encouraged by the C
ity’s policy. The EIR

 analysis, as show
n in Volum

e I of 

this FEIR
, fully analyzed a trail alignm

ent closer to the R
iver under Alternative 3. The E

IR
 

found that this alternative w
ould require additional m

itigation m
easures beyond those required 

for the proposed project, and that it conflicts w
ith policies of the P

arkw
ay M

aster P
lan 

requiring a m
inim

um
 w

idth of 200 feet on both sides of the R
iver as w

ildlife m
ovem

ent 

corridors and the establishm
ent of a buffer of 150 feet betw

een riparian habitat and the 

planned m
ultipurpose trail.  

See also response to C
om

m
ent O

-9I for m
ore details regarding the analysis of A

lternative 3. 

I 
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The com
m

enter’s preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be provided to the C
onservancy’s 

Board for its consideration during deliberations on the project. 

R
I-43-3 

This com
m

ent states that A
lternative 1 should not be considered because it conflicts w

ith C
ity 

of Fresno policies and w
ishes. A

doption of this alternative could erode the good w
ill created 

through w
orking together to consider A

lternative 5B
. O

perations and m
aintenance funding w

ill 

be a central concern in executing the project, and support for funding m
easures w

ill be 

needed from
 the C

ity. The com
m

enter states that advocating a position contrary to the 

policies of the C
ity of Fresno G

eneral P
lan w

ould seem
 to be adversarial and m

ay delay the 

project. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2. S
ee also Section 2.5.1, “Project M

anagem
ent,” in Volum

e I 

of this FEIR
 for the description of Parkw

ay M
aster P

lan policies related to long-term
 

m
anagem

ent and m
aintenance of the trail. The C

onservancy m
ust secure long-term

 

resources to ensure operation and m
aintenance of the project. C

EQ
A recognizes that in 

determ
ining w

hether and how
 a project should be approved, a public agency has an 

obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including econom
ic, environm

ental, and 

social factors. The C
onservancy’s Board w

ill consider all the com
m

ents received in this FEIR
 

along w
ith the analysis contained in the EIR

 w
hen deliberating on the project.  

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-44: 
Katie Wara, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Katie Wara <katiezelms@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:39 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEi R 

Rl-44 

My family would like public access to the river from the River Bluff public road. The river belongs to everyone in thel 1 
community. 

Thank you, 

Katie Wara 

Sent from my iPhone 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-44 

Response 

Katie W
ara 

October 3, 2017 

 R
I-44-1 

This com
m

ent supports a design that provides access off the R
iver bluff’s public road.  

Thank you for your com
m

ents. The C
onservancy appreciates your interest in the project. 

The com
m

enter’s support for the project is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be provided to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard during deliberations on the project. See S
ection 2.3.1, “M

aster 

R
esponse: M

erits of the Project or A
lternatives.” 

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-45: 
Anna Wattenbarger, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 

Anna Wattenbarger <Wattenbarger@ymail.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 3:19 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR 

Hello Melinda and Conservancy Board Members, 

Rl-45 

Option 58, although it may be feasible, docs not appear a viable, practical option for the following reasons: I 1 
I . A road through the already tiny Spai10 Park reduces park space. 
2. Removal of mature, beautiful Sycamore trees on the route down bluff is an outrage. I 
3. ]t's an extravagant expense to build a $5 million roiid down the bluff when there are already two existing 2 
roads. 
4. The designated parking lot is on a landfill that nobody wants to own or be responsible for. I 3 

I urge the Conservancy Board to approve this long-awaited plan with three access points: Perrin Road/Hwy 41 ~ I 
Riverview Drive (a public road to the public property! ); and the Palm/Nees option 5 ou the existing road with 4 
the easement. 

'T1tank you for the opportunity to again comment. 
Anna Wattenbarger 
'ent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-45 

Response 

Anna W
attenbarger 

October 3, 2017 

 R
I-45-1 

This com
m

enter states several reasons w
hy she believes A

lternative 5B
 is not feasible, 

including that the alignm
ent w

ould bisect S
pano P

ark.  

A feasibility study by Blair, C
hurch &

 Flynn entitled P
alm

 B
luffs R

iver A
ccess S

chem
atic 

D
esign R

eport, dated A
ugust 3, 2017, w

as prepared to address the potential feasibility of 

constructing A
lternative 5B (see Appendix I in Volum

e III of this FE
IR

). B
ased on the 

inform
ation in that study, along w

ith the environm
ental analysis in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, 

Alternative 5B does represent a potentially feasible alternative. A
lthough the access road 

w
ould reduce the park’s size, the public w

ould gain access to the planned project and the 

Parkw
ay. As show

n in Volum
e I of this FEIR

, the E
IR

 analysis fully exam
ined the im

pacts of 

Alternative 5B on aesthetics, drainage, w
ater quality, recreation, and biological im

pacts (from
 

rem
oval of sycam

ore trees). See S
ection 5.11, “Alternative 5B: N

orth Palm
 Avenues Access,” 

in Volum
e I of this EIR

 for the full analysis of A
lternative 5B

.  

For an alternative to be exam
ined in an EIR

, it need only be potentially feasible. (S
tate C

EQ
A

 

G
uidelines, Section 15126.6[a].) The E

IR
 analysis provides inform

ation to allow
 the decision-

m
akers to m

ake an inform
ed decision about providing additional access opportunities w

hile 

balancing the environm
ental im

pacts. Based on this inform
ation, and other inform

ation in the 

record, the Board w
ill exercise its discretion to decide w

hether one of these alternatives is 

ultim
ately feasible.  

R
I-45-2 

The com
m

enter states that rem
oval of m

ature sycam
ore trees as required for A

lternative 5B
 

is not desirable. 

The Partially R
evised D

EIR
 analyzed the potential im

pacts from
 rem

oval of the sycam
ore 

trees for Alternative 5B. See Sections 5.11.4 and 5.11.7 in Volum
e I of this FEIR

. The 

m
itigation for the tree rem

oval requires planting trees at a 5:1 ratio (trees replaced per tree 

rem
oved). 

R
I-45-3 

The com
m

enter states that the parking lot under A
lternative 5B

 rests on a form
er landfill site 

that nobody w
ould w

ant to ow
n or be responsible for.  

The issues related to the form
er landfill under Alternative 5B w

ere fully analyzed in the 

Partially R
evised E

IR
. See, e.g., Section 5.11.2, “Past Land U

ses,” and S
ection 5.11.11, 

“H
azards and H

azardous M
aterials,” in V

olum
e I of this FEIR

; Section 5.11.11 includes 

I 
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m
itigation m

easures to address this im
pact. The C

onservancy w
ould be responsible for 

ensuring that the required investigations, plans, and any rem
edial m

easures are approved by 

the regulatory agencies and com
pleted before the land m

ay be acquired by the C
onservancy 

and the project m
ay be im

plem
ented. 

R
I-45-4 

This com
m

enter urges the B
oard to approve the project w

ith three access points: (1) P
errin 

R
oad at H

ighw
ay 41; (2) R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1); and (3) the P

alm
 and N

ees avenues 

location (A
lternative 5), using the existing gravel road. 

The com
m

enter’s project preferences are noted. This inform
ation w

ill be provided to the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard for its consideration during deliberations on the project.  

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-46: 
Peter E. Weber, October 2, 2017

 

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Ms. Marks, 

Pete Weber <Pete@1weber.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:07 PM 
Melinda Marks 
River West PR DEIR 
River West PDEIR pweber 10.2.17.docx 

Attached please find my comments on the River West PRDEIR. Thank you for your consideration. 

Peter E. Weber 

A:COM 

Rl-46 
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Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

PETER E. WEBER 
320 WEST BLUFF AVE.# 103 

FRESNO, CA 93711 
Phone: (559) 431-7170 

Email: pete@lweber.com 

Re: River West Fresno, Eaton Trail Extension PRDEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

October 2, 2017 

I wish to commend you and the Conservancy staff for addressing some of the deficiencies in the earlier 
draft of the EIR of the River West project, notably the analysis of Alternative Sb. It's clear from this version 
of the EIR that Alternative Sb, combined with the trail alignment near the river proposed in Alternative 3, 
offers a range of advantages unmatched by any other alternative: 

► Access at an existing transportation hub; 
► Maximum public enjoyment of the river; 

► At grade parking that will enable access for all users, including seniors, children and disabled 
people; 

► At grade access for river craft; 
► A public safety buffer zone from neighborhood homes; and 
► Compliance with the City of Fresno 2035 General Plan. 

This combination of Alternatives Sb and 3 will enable expeditious implementation of a project that all 
stakeholders and public agencies can support. 

At the same time, I wish to express disappointment that the EIR continues to include Alternative 1, an 
alternative that would result in significant environmenta l impacts while willfully disrespecting the City of 
Fresno's 2035 General Plan. It's hard to understand why the Conservancy would include an alternative 
that would be subjected to legal challenge and on which no cooperation can be expected from sister 
agencies opposed to alternatives inconsistent with existing land use plans. 

Sincerely yours, 

Peter E. Weber 

1 

2 
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Letter 
RI-46 

Response 

Peter E. W
eber 

October 2, 2017 

 R
I-46-1 

This com
m

ent expresses appreciation to the C
onservancy for considering A

lternative 5B
. The 

com
m

enter supports a project that incorporates elem
ents of both A

lternative 5B
 and 

A
lternative 3 because this com

bination w
ould utilize an existing transportation hub, provides 

at-grade parking for ease of R
iver access by visitors and for w

atercraft, provides a buffer 

separating activity from
 residential neighborhoods, and com

plies w
ith policies of the Fresno 

G
eneral P

lan. 

Both A
lternative 5B

 and A
lternative 3 w

ould require additional m
itigation beyond that required 

for the proposed project. The trail alignm
ent in A

lternative 3 conflicts w
ith policies of the 

Parkw
ay M

aster P
lan requiring that the m

ultiuse trail be set back a m
inim

um
 w

idth of 200 feet 

along the R
iver. A

lternative 5B w
ould require additional m

itigation beyond that required for the 

proposed project to address inconsistency w
ith the C

ity of Fresno’s Bluff Protection O
verlay 

D
istrict, and the potential for exposure of persons to hazardous m

aterials associated w
ith 

operation of a form
er landfill. The EIR

 found no conflict betw
een the proposed project and the 

C
ity of Fresno G

eneral P
lan.  

R
I-46-2 

This com
m

ent expresses dism
ay that A

lternative 1 is still identified in the C
E

Q
A

 docum
ent.  

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis considered six design alternatives to the 

proposed project, including variations on the trail alignm
ent, points of vehicular access, and 

location of parking lots. A
lternative 1 is just one of six potentially feasible alternatives that the 

C
onservancy’s B

oard m
ay consider.  

The EIR
 provides an analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives sufficient to allow

 for a 

reasoned choice. C
EQ

A recognizes that in determ
ining w

hether and how
 a project should be 

approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, 

including econom
ic, environm

ental, and social factors. The C
onservancy’s B

oard w
ill consider 

all the com
m

ents included in this FEIR
 volum

e, along w
ith the analysis contained in Volum

e I, 

w
hen deliberating on the project.  

 
 

I 
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LETTER RI-47: 
William and Marlene Youpel, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

francaisey@aol.com 
Tuesday, October 3, 20 17 10:41 AM 
Melinda Marks 
"Partially Revised Circu lated DEIR' 

Rl-47 

We appreciate the Conservancy working with the City of Fresno and allowing SB to be fully explored. We feel I 
this is the best solution to gain public vehicular access to the river because: 1 

· Alt 58 has no significant and unavoidable effects, and should therefore be selected by the 
Conservancy. 

· Alt 1 (at Riverview) will have recognized significant impacts. The Conservancy should not approve an I 
alternative with greater impacts than the project or Alt SB. 2 
Alt 1 at Riverview contemplates a signal or roundabout to mitigate traffic impacts. We need to know 
what this entails, and how this will affect the surrounding properties, because we can't tell this from the 
PRDEIR or the DEIR. 
The Conservancy should respect the City's 2035 General Plan update, as well as the land use I 
documents for all the other member agencies. 

We support SB and hope that the Conservancy will select it as the primary option for access. 3 

Thank you, 

William and Marlene Youpel 
490 West Bluff Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93711 
559-431-4055 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-47 

Response 

W
illiam

 and Marlene Youpel 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-47-1 

This com
m

ent states that the com
m

enters appreciate the C
onservancy w

orking w
ith the C

ity 

of Fresno to fully explore A
lternative 5B

, and that A
lternative 5B

 is the best option because it 

has no significant and unavoidable effects. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-1. The com
m

enters’ preference is noted. This inform
ation w

ill 

be provided to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during deliberations on the 

project. 

See also Section 2.3.1, “M
aster R

esponse: M
erits of the Project or A

lternatives.” 

R
I-47-2 

This com
m

ent states that the C
onservancy should not approve A

lternative 1 because it has 

greater im
pacts. The com

m
enters state that the potential im

pacts of a signal or roundabout at 

the D
el M

ar A
venue/A

udubon D
rive intersection are not apparent in the E

IR
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-2.  

R
I-47-3 

This com
m

ent urges the C
onservancy to respect the policies of the C

ity of Fresno G
eneral 

P
lan and encourages adoption of A

lternative 5B
. 

See response to C
om

m
ent R

I-2-3. The com
m

enters’ preference for selection of A
lternative 

5B is noted. This inform
ation w

ill be provided to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration 

during deliberations on the project. 

 
 

I 



San Joaquin River Conservancy 
River West Eaton Trail Extension Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II: 
Comments and Responses to Comments Comments and Responses to Comments 
 

 Page 160 

LETTER RI-48 
Tom Zimoski, October 3, 2017

 
  

Melinda Marks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

October 3, 2017 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E Olive Ave 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Tom Zimoski <tzimoski@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 3, 2017 3:52 PM 
Melinda Marks 
Partially Revised Circulated DEIR for the River West Project 

Re: River West Fresno Eaton Trail Extension DEIR 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I'm writing to provide comments on how access will be provided to the River West project site. 

Rl-48 

I encourage the Conservancy Board of Directors to approve the project site with these three potential access points 
included: 

1. Perrin Avenue Undercrossing accessed through Madera from Highway 41 2. Riverview Drive Access evaluated as 
Alternative 1 3. Palm/Nees Access evaluated as Alternative 5 

Let's move on with this project. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Zimoski 
Fresno, CA 

A:COM 
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Letter 
RI-48 

Response 

Tom
 Zim

oski 
October 3, 2017 

 R
I-48-1 

This com
m

ent encourages the C
onservancy’s B

oard to approve the project w
ith all three 

points of vehicular access—
P

errin A
venue (proposed project), R

iverview
 D

rive (A
lternative 1), 

and P
alm

 and N
ees avenues (A

lternative 5). 

As show
n in Volum

e I of this FEIR
, the EIR

 analysis found that the proposed project w
ould 

im
prove existing vehicular access to the R

iver by providing a trail extension and a safe off-

road parking area off Perrin Avenue for up to 50 vehicles, w
ith public am

enities. 

The D
EIR

 and Partially R
evised D

EIR
 fully analyzed three design alternatives (A

lternatives 1, 

5, and 5B) that could provide additional points of vehicular access and parking lot locations to 

provide greater equity of access to the benefits of the trail. The EIR
 analysis found that these 

additional entrances (as exam
ined in A

lternatives 1, 5, and 5B) could provide m
ore 

convenient vehicular access for people traveling from
 Fresno; how

ever, each involve greater 

environm
ental im

pacts and require additional m
itigation m

easures beyond w
hat w

ould be 

required for the proposed project. These alternatives w
ould also require actions that are not 

com
pletely w

ithin the control of the C
onservancy, such as acquisition of lands from

 w
illing 

sellers (A
lternatives 5 and 5B) and installation of a traffic im

provem
ent by the C

ity of Fresno 

(Alternative 1). See Table 5.12-1 in Volum
e I of this FE

IR
 for a com

parison of the alternatives. 

The com
m

enter’s preference for inclusion of all three points of vehicular access is noted. This 

inform
ation w

ill be provided to the C
onservancy’s Board for its consideration during 

deliberations on the project. 
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3. 
R

eferences 
Federal H

ighw
ay Adm

inistration. 1980 (Septem
ber). H

ighw
ay N

oise Fundam
entals. U

.S. D
epartm

ent of 

Transportation. Springfield, VA. 

FH
W

A. S
ee Federal H

ighw
ay Adm

inistration. 
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